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Behold, days are coming — says the LORD God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the LorpD. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and businesspeople 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


= 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is the 
meaning of the verse: “And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; and 
he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs” (Ecclesiastes 12:9)? He explains: 
He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the Torah, and 
explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed [izen], and 
sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At first the Torah 
was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made handles for it. And 
as Rashi there explains: And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot and distance themselves 
from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc. 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses the deepest themes and 
values not only of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic study 
text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody the 
historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, its 
subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and inno- 
vations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Barli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5773 


A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL STEINSALTZ 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The publication of tractates Karetot, Me’ila, Kinnim, Tamid, and Middot is another 
noteworthy achievement for the Koren Talmud Bavli project. With these final trac- 
tates of Seder Kodashim, the Order of Consecrated Items, we take a giant step toward 
our goal, the completion of a new and unique translation of the Babylonian Talmud. 


Presenting the English-speaking world with a translation that possesses all the 
merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, the text provides assistance 
for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain the necessary skills to become an 
adept talmudist. Beginning with Berakhot and continuing through Middot, the team 
has brought excellence to every aspect of the daunting task of translating Rabbi Adin 
Even-Israel Steinsaltz’s masterful Hebrew translation of the Talmud into English. 


Rabbi Steinsaltz’s work is much more than a mere translation. It includes a coher- 
ent interpretation of the Mishna and the Gemara, and an expansion of the text that 
provides an array of intriguing marginal notes. Rendering this masterpiece into 
English called for talents that include biblical and talmudic scholarship, literary skills, 
linguistic expertise, editorial acumen, graphic and visual creativity, and most of all, 
teamwork and diligence. Congratulations to every member of the team are in order, 
and celebration of our achievement is well deserved. 


I'd like to take this opportunity to express our gratitude to the Almighty for giving 
us the strength to persevere at this sacred task for the past several years. These years 
have been difficult ones for the Jewish people, and especially for those of us who 
dwell in Eretz Yisrael. But the difficulties have not diminished our ability to succeed 
in our goals. For that we thank the Master of the Universe. 


Students of the five tractates which comprise this volume will learn about the special 
sanctity of Temple offerings, and will become thoroughly familiar with the geogra- 
phy of the Temple site and with the daily schedule of Temple sacrifices. The distinc- 
tive features of the tractates in this volume include their relative brevity, the fact that 
some of them are mishnayot with no Gemara text, and the continuous numbering of 
the dappim (pages) of the last four tractates. 


We have now had the opportunity to survey hundreds of responses submitted by our 
readers. Naturally, these include constructive criticism and reports of errors that are 
inevitable in such an undertaking. We have systematically preserved such responses 
so that we can correct them in future editions. Indeed, we have already begun to 
do so for the initial tractates in our series. 


The most exciting result of our survey has been our discovery that “consumers” of 
the Koren Talmud Bavli are a remarkably diverse group. They range from beginners 
who have never before been exposed to a blatt gemara, to accomplished scholars 
who have completed the study of the entire Talmud more than once. Beginners 
find our work not only a helpful introduction to Talmud study, but an impetus to the 
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further study of rabbinic texts. Experienced scholars report that our work provides 
them with unexpected insights and fresh perspectives that enhance their apprecia- 
tion of texts with which they have long been acquainted. 


The forty-first volume of the project comprises tractates Karetot, Me’ila, Kinnim, 
Tamid, and Middot. Like the preceding volumes, it includes the entire original text, 
in the traditional configuration and pagination of the famed Vilna edition of the Tal- 
mud. This enables the student to follow the core text with the commentaries of Rashi, 
Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. It also provides a clear English translation in 
contemporary idiom, faithfully based upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its graphic 
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size block 
of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers can 
focus their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding to the 
next unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual 
task of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew 
edition, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved through 
the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua Schreier; 
the unparalleled creative efforts of the gifted staff at Koren; and the inspired and 
impressive administrative skills of Rabbi Jason Rappoport, managing editor of 
the Koren Talmud Bavli project. 


It is an honor for me to acknowledge the role of Matthew Miller of Koren Publishers 
Jerusalem in this historic achievement. Without him this work would never have 
begun. Its success is attributable to his vision and supervision. I owe a great personal 
debt to him for selecting me as editor-in-chief, and I am continually astounded by 
his commitment to Jewish learning, the Jewish people, and the Jewish homeland. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to work 
with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 


Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 
Jerusalem 5779 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


The Koren Talmud Baviiis in the midst ofits treatment of the fifth order of the Talmud, 
Seder Kodashim, the Order of Consecrated Items, an order that deals primarily with 
the sublime and the spiritual. As the Rambam wrote in his Guide of the Perplexed, it 
is the spiritual that constitutes the ultimate form of worshipping God. 


In the previous order, Seder Nezikin, the Order of Damages, the primary focus is on 
actions and the ramifications of those actions, as they are manifest in the laws of 
damages, labor relations, transactions, and the like. One’s intent is less significant, 
as, for example, with regard to damages, the Sages stated (Sanhedrin 72a): One is 
liable whether the damage was unintentional or intentional, whether by unavoidable 
accident, or whether willingly. 


In Kodashim, the primary focus is on intent. Clearly, there are actions that must be 
performed; however, the effectiveness of those actions is dictated by the accompany- 
ing intent. This is exemplified by the laws governing the sacrifice of animal offerings. 
There are four sacrificial rites, which constitute the essence of the offering. They are: 
Slaughter, collection of the blood, conveying the blood to the altar, and sprinkling 
the blood on the altar. If during the performance of these rites one’s intent was to 
consume the offering after its designated time, the offering is disqualified. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, constitutes the publishing side 
of this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark of 
the Steinsaltz Center, with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is 
renowned and which I experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Barli 
its outstanding quality in terms of both content and form. 


I would be remiss if I failed to mention the contribution of Raphaél Freeman, who 
guided this project from its inception and is largely responsible for transforming 
the content of the Steinsaltz Talmud into the aesthetic Koren Talmud Bavli that is 
before you. He was succeeded by Dena Landowne Bailey, who facilitated a seam- 
less transition and continued to ensure that the Koren Talmud Bavli lives up to the 
lofty standards that are the hallmark of Koren Publishers. Beginning with tractate 
Menahot, Tomi Mager has assumed responsibility for the layout. She has proven 
herself a worthy successor to her predecessors in that role. 
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I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. Rabbi Jason Rappoport, 
the managing editor, has added professionalism to this project, systematizing the 
work of the large staff, and it is thanks to him that the project is proceeding with 
efficiency and excellence. Rabbi Dr. Joshua Amaru, the coordinating editor, oversees 
the work of the translators and editors, and is largely responsible for ensuring the 
consistently high quality of their work. The contribution of my friend and colleague, 
Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be overstated; his 
title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided in all aspects 
of this project. 


The staff of copy editors, headed by Aliza Israel, with Ita Olesker as production coor- 
dinator, pleasantly but firmly ensures that the finished product conforms to standards 
and is consistently excellent. The erudite and articulate men and women who serve 
as translators, editors, and copy editors generate the content that is ultimately the 
raison d'être of the Koren Talmud Bavii. 


I would also like to express appreciation for the invaluable contribution of the tech- 
nical staff. Without them, the jobs of the entire staff of translators and editors would 
be much more difficult. Thanks to Tani Bednarsh, Adena Frazer, Yaakov Shmidman, 
Shaltiel Shmidman, and Nava Wieder. 


Thanks to my former and present fellow occupants of the Koren beit midrash: Rabbi 
David Fuchs, Rabbi Yinon Chen, Efrat Gross, and others. Their mere presence 
creates an atmosphere conducive to the serious endeavor that we have undertaken 
and their assistance in all matters, large and small, is appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for intro- 
ducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi Menachem 
Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move forward in this great 
enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5778 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for greater clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — 
to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition; it merely presents an overview for the 
English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered 
by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’DW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and copy editors, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to proceed 
in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 


approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the 
Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this publication will 
be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 


Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction to Karetot 


Tractate Karetot is called by this name because it discusses those transgressions 
for which the Torah imposed the punishment of excision, karet. The nature of this 
punishment is discussed by the talmudic Sages and the early and later commentaries. 
Various definitions have been suggested, e.g., an untimely death, dying childless, or 
excision from the World-to-Come. In any case, it is clear that this punishment is not 
administered by the earthly court but by God. 


Despite its name, tractate Karetot does not discuss the definition of karet itself, but 
rather the practical significance of transgressing a prohibition carrying that punish- 
ment. When an individual unwittingly transgresses one of these prohibitions he 
is liable to bring a sin offering, and if he is uncertain whether he transgressed the 
prohibition he must sacrifice a provisional guilt offering. As Rashi states at the 
beginning of his commentary to the tractate, with regard to all these prohibitions the 
punishment of karet applies if one transgressed intentionally but without forewarn- 
ing. If he was forewarned, his punishment, either capital punishment or lashes, is 
imposed by the court. 


The halakha is that an offering is brought only for an unwitting transgression, 
although there are certain exceptions (see 9a, 25b). The fact that a sin offering is 
brought specifically for an unwitting transgression is an indication of several basic 
features of the relationship between the sin and its atonement. First, an offering can 
atone only for unwitting transgressions, not for intentional violations. Second, even 
a transgression committed unwittingly is a sin, to the extent that it harms the sinner’s 
spiritual stature and requires atonement. This is especially evident in the case of a 
provisional guilt offering, where one is unsure whether he transgressed at all and yet 
must take this possibility into account and act accordingly by bringing an offering. 
Third, although he is a sinner, atonement is possible for him by means of an offering, 
even with regard to transgressions so serious they entail the punishment of karet had 
they been violated intentionally. 


Tractate Karetot focuses, therefore, on the sin offering and the provisional guilt offer- 
ing. It does not discuss the status of and sacrificial rites pertaining to these offerings 
themselves; those are discussed in the fifth and eleventh chapters of tractate Zevahim 
and the fourth chapter of tractate Temura. Rather, its concern is the prohibitions 
whose violations lead to liability to bring these offerings, and the conditions under 
which one is obligated to sacrifice them. 


THE SIN OFFERING 


The sin offering discussed in this tractate is the fixed sin offering, also called the sin 
offering of forbidden fat. This sin offering differs in several ways from other offerings 
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that provide atonement. It should be noted that while discussing this particular sin 
offering the tractate also addresses various other types of sin offerings, both those 
that are brought for transgressing a prohibition and those that serve to complete a 
purification process, the common denominator of which is the concept of atonement 
in the broad meaning of the term. 


One can summarize the discussions on the fixed sin offering in this tractate under 
four headings: The prohibitions for which one must bring this sin offering; the 
definition of an unwitting sin; the awareness of the sin; and the number of offerings 
that one is obligated to bring. 


1. The prohibitions 


The passage in Numbers (15:27-31) that discusses the sin offering teaches that there 
is a connection between the sin offering brought for an unwitting sin and the pun- 
ishment of karet. Namely, if a prohibition is punishable by karet when transgressed 
intentionally, one who transgresses it unwittingly is liable to bring a sin offering. The 
first mishna in the tractate provides a list of prohibitions for which one is liable to 
receive karet. Approximately half of these prohibitions are acts of sexual intercourse. 
The rest are transgressions involving the desecration of God’s name, i.e., blasphemy 
and idol worship; the desecration of Shabbat and the major festivals of Yom Kippur 
and Passover; and transgressions that involve the Temple and its consecrated items, 
i.e., their defilement through ritual impurity, the preparation of the anointing oil and 
the incense for non-sacred use, and the application of the anointing oil. 


In addition, there are several prohibitions discussed in this tractate concerning 
consumption, namely with regard to forbidden fat, blood, leftover sacrificial meat of 
an offering after the time designated for eating has elapsed [notar], and meat of an 
offering whose sacrificial rites were performed with the intent to sacrifice it or eat it 
beyond its designated time [piggul]. 


One brings a sin offering only for the unwitting transgression of a prohibition, but not 
for the failure to perform a positive mitzva for whose neglect one is liable to receive 
karet, i.e., the Paschal offering and circumcision. Even in the case of prohibitions, one 
brings a sin offering only for those sins that involve an action. 


After determining which prohibitions result in the obligation to bring a sin offering 
if transgressed unwittingly, it is necessary to define precisely the acts for which the 
Torah renders one liable. In this regard the tractate discusses several fundamental 
principles. For example, it discusses the precise definition of intercourse (10b) and 
the act of eating with regard to prohibitions of consumption, both the amount as 
well as the manner and duration of eating (12b). Certain transgressions require their 
own special definitions, e.g., the prohibitions pertaining to the anointing oil and the 
incense (sa—7a), and the detailed discussion in the fifth chapter (20b-22b) concern- 
ing the prohibition against consuming blood. 


2. The unwitting sin 


A key factor in the obligation to bring a sin offering is the lapse of awareness, as one 
is liable to bring a sin offering only if the transgression was unwitting. There are two 
ways in which one can transgress unwittingly: First, if he errs with regard to the 
halakha, i.e., he mistakenly thinks the action he is performing is permitted. According 
to some commentaries, even in this case it is necessary for him to have some prior 
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knowledge of the prohibition itself; otherwise, he is considered to have acted due 
to circumstances beyond his control and is exempt from bringing an offering. The 
second way in which one can transgress unwittingly is if he is aware of the prohibition 
but is mistaken about reality, e.g., he thinks he is eating permitted fat and is actually 
eating forbidden fat. 


Although the Torah renders one liable to bring an offering for an unwitting transgres- 
sion, this applies only in those cases where he performed the action he intended, 
under the assumption that it was permitted. By contrast, if one intended to perform 
one action and performed another, he is classified as one who acts unawares and is 
exempt from bringing a sin offering. The fourth chapter includes a complex discus- 
sion concerning the details of this principle, e.g., whether one who intended to 
perform a prohibited act is likewise exempt if he did not do precisely what he had 
intended. The conclusion is that whoever performed a prohibited act with an object 
he did not intend to use is exempt from bringing a sin offering, provided his intention 
involved an item of a different type, for example one who meant to pick grapes on 
Shabbat and harvested figs instead. 


The Sages further state that the exemption of one who acts unawares from the obli- 
gation to bring an offering applies only to Shabbat, where creative labors alone are 
prohibited, and therefore one is liable only if he performs the act that he intended. 
This is not so with regard to prohibitions of consumption and sexual intercourse, as 
even one who acts unawares derives benefit and is therefore liable (see 19b). 


3. Awareness of the sin 


A fundamental principle of the liability to bring a sin offering and its atonement is 
awareness and acknowledgement of the sin, as indicated by the verse: “If his sin, 
which he has sinned, be known to him” (Leviticus 4:28). In this context the Sages 
said that a sin offering atones only for those who repent (see 7a), and that one who 
brings an offering must confess his sins over it (Yoma 36a). Consequently, if one is 
informed by a witness that he sinned but he denies the accusation, he does not bring 
a sin offering. There is an extensive discussion at the beginning of the third chapter 
as to whether two witnesses can render one liable to bring a sin offering despite 
his denials, since they can even render him liable to receive court-imposed capital 
punishment, or whether for the purposes of atonement for his own actions one is 
deemed more credible than even one hundred witnesses (see 12a). 


Another inquiry with regard to awareness of the sin is how precise this knowledge 
must be, as some claim it is enough for one to have general knowledge of his sin to 
render him liable to bring a sin offering and thereby achieve atonement. The halakha 
is that one may bring a sin offering only if he is aware of the precise circumstances 
of his transgression. 


4. The number of offerings 


A considerable portion of the discussions concerning the liability to bring sin offer- 
ings involves the question of how many offerings one must bring if he unwittingly 
committed a single transgression on several occasions, or if he transgressed sev- 
eral prohibitions unwittingly. In principle, the number of sin offerings one must 
bring is determined not by the number of times he performed the prohibited 
act, but by the number of lapses of awareness and the number of prohibitions he 
violated. 
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If, for example, one ate food forbidden by a single prohibition on many occasions 
in one lapse of awareness, since he did not discover his error between each occa- 
sion he brings only one sin offering. If one ate forbidden food unwittingly and was 
informed of his mistake, and forgot the prohibition and ate a second time, he must 
bring a separate sin offering for each act of consumption. Likewise, if one ate food 
forbidden by different prohibitions in a single lapse of awareness, as he did not know 
that any of the food items were prohibited, he brings a sin offering for each and every 
prohibition he violated. 


It is also possible for one to be liable to bring several sin offerings for a single act of 
consumption, if more than one prohibition applies to that food. The same is true of 
acts of forbidden intercourse, as a woman can be prohibited to a man by several famil- 
ial relationships. In this manner one can be rendered liable to bring up to seven sin 
offerings, or nine according to some opinions, for a single act of intercourse (see 14b). 


It is important to establish the boundaries between different prohibitions, as one 
brings a separate sin offering only for those violations that fall under different cat- 
egories of prohibitions, whether this is explicitly stated in the Torah or learned by 
oral tradition. There are also certain cases where one is liable to bring a single sin 
offering despite the fact that he performed a transgression with different items, e.g., 
one ate the forbidden fat of an ox, a sheep, and a goat. 


A special halakha applies with regard to the transgression of performing labor on 
Shabbat, and also to the prohibition against idol worship (see 3a-b), as one who 
knows it is Shabbat and unwittingly performed multiple labors must bring a separate 
sin offering for each labor; whereas if he was unwitting with regard to the prohibition 
itself, i.e., he was unaware that it was Shabbat, he brings only one sin offering. The 
same halakha applies if one performs numerous prohibited labors subsumed under 
a single category of labor. The third chapter includes a thorough discussion of one 
who performs many labors on many Shabbatot by these two forms of unwitting sin. 


THE PROVISIONAL GUILT OFFERING 


A separate discussion in this tractate is devoted to the issue of the provisional guilt 
offering and the relationship between this offering and the sin offering. Whereas 
there is no fundamental disagreement among the Sages as to the reasons for bringing 
a sin offering, there are differences of opinion with regard to the provisional guilt 
offering. Some maintain this guilt offering is brought for every uncertain violation 
ofa prohibition in the Torah, and that one can bring a provisional guilt offering even 
as an entirely voluntary offering, without any uncertain transgression. Nevertheless, 
the halakha is that a provisional guilt offering is sacrificed only for an uncertain case 
involving a prohibition whose intentional performance entails karet and whose 
unwitting violation obligates one to bring a sin offering. If one later discovers that he 
did in fact transgress, he must bring a sin offering. Accordingly, this guilt offering is 
called provisional, because it grants only a provisional reprieve until it is determined 
whether or not one actually sinned, or because it does not provide complete atone- 
ment, but provisionally protects one from punishment if he in fact transgressed. 


From this perspective, there is a certain similarity between the provisional guilt 
offering and Yom Kippur, and accordingly the Sages rule that one who is obligated 
to bring a provisional guilt offering and Yom Kippur has passed is exempt from 
that obligation. By contrast, those liable to bring sin offerings and other types of 


guilt offerings must bring their offerings even after Yom Kippur has passed, as Yom 
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Kippur does not atone for known sins where one has other means of atoning for 
his action. 


The provisional guilt offering does not atone for every type of uncertainty. This leads 
to two opposing but complementary ramifications: On the one hand, an individual 
brings a provisional guilt offering only if it is possible that he did not sin at all and 
is entirely exempt. If he definitely sinned but does not know which prohibition he 
violated he does not bring a provisional guilt offering, as it is stated with regard to 
this offering: “He does not know it” (Leviticus 5:17), which excludes one who is 
aware that he sinned. On the other hand, the halakha is that one is obligated to bring 
a provisional guilt offering only ifa prohibited item was certainly present before him, 
e.g., there were two pieces of meat, one permitted and the other forbidden, and he 
ate one of them. If there was only one piece of meat of uncertain status before him 
and he ate it, he is exempt, as the presence ofa definitely prohibited item is required 
from the outset. 


The scope of liability with regard to the provisional guilt offering is similar to that 
of the sin offering: In any situation where a sinner would be liable to bring one sin 
offering or several when his sin becomes known to him, depending on the number 
of lapses of awareness or prohibitions he violated, one whose sin is uncertain must 
bring the corresponding number of provisional guilt offerings. All the same, if one 
was involved in several instances of uncertain transgression and he discovered that 
he definitely sinned, his awareness of the uncertainties does not divide between the 
sins to render him liable to bring separate sin offerings for each one. 


As stated earlier, the fixed sin offering and the provisional guilt offering are the main 
topics of this tractate, which deals with liability to receive karet. In addition to these 
matters, the tractate also discusses offerings that involve atonement, including those 
sin offerings that are not brought to atone for a sin but to complete a purification 
process and enable the owner to partake of sacrificial meat, as well as other types of 
offerings brought for transgressions, e.g., guilt offerings and sliding-scale offerings. 
The halakhot of these offerings serve to emphasize the unique characteristics of the 


fixed sin offering. 


The tractate also discusses in detail the guilt offering of an espoused Canaanite 
maidservant, which is the only offering in the Torah that serves to atone for an act 
of intercourse that is not included in the chapter concerning forbidden relatives. 
The analysis of this special offering and the comparison between this case and 
the case of forbidden relatives in general completes the discussions on forbidden 
intercourse. 


Tractate Karetot comprises the central discussions in the Talmud concerning the 
anointing oil, including the anointing of High Priests and kings, as well as the 
blending of the incense in the Temple. The tractate also focuses at length on the 
prohibition against consuming blood, which is punishable by karet. Also discussed 
are several matters involving ritual impurity, especially the impurity of foods, as well 
as the definition of eating with regard to Torah obligations, the prohibition for those 
who have drunk wine against entering and serving in the Temple or issuing halakhic 
rulings, and several matters of aggada. 


Tractate Karetot consists of six chapters. 


Chapter One discusses those transgressions for the unwitting violation of which 


one must bring a fixed sin offering, and the sin offering of a woman after childbirth. 
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Chapter Two discusses other types of sin offerings, and the guilt offering of an 
espoused Canaanite maidservant. 


Chapter Three analyzes those cases where informing an individual that he has sinned 
leads to his liability to bring a sin offering, and in what circumstances a person is 
obligated to bring more than one sin offering. 


Chapter Four focuses on the type of uncertainty for which one must bring a pro- 
visional guilt offering, and the definition of the awareness that leads to liability to 
bring a sin offering. 


Chapter Five examines the prohibition against consuming blood. 


Chapter Six returns to the matter of the provisional guilt offering in order to clarify 
when it is brought, and it also analyzes the halakhot of the sliding-scale offering. 
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And if one person sins through error, then he shall sacrifice a she-goat in its 
first year for a sin offering. And the priest shall make atonement for the soul 
that erred, when he sins through error, before the Lord, to make atonement 
for him; and he shall be forgiven. 

(Numbers 15:27-28) 


And if anyone sins, and does any of the mitzvot of the Lord that may not be 
done, and he did not know, yet he is guilty, and shall bear his iniquity. And he 
shall bring a ram without blemish out of the flock, according to your valua- 
tion, for a guilt offering, to the priest; and the priest shall make atonement for 
him concerning the error that he committed, though he did not know it, and 
he shall be forgiven. It is a guilt offering; he is certainly guilty before the Lord. 

(Leviticus 5:17-19) 


And the Lord spoke to Moses, saying: Take you also to you the chief spices, of 
flowing myrrh five hundred shekels, and of aromatic cinnamon half so much, 
two hundred and fifty, and of aromatic calamus two hundred and fifty, and 
of cassia five hundred, after the shekel of the Sanctuary, and of olive oil a hin. 
And you shall prepare it a sacred anointing oil, a perfume compounded after 
the art of the perfumer; it shall be a sacred anointing oil. 

(Exodus 30:22-25) 


And the Lord said to Moses: Take for you spices, stacte, and onycha, and 
galbanum; spices with pure frankincense; of each shall there be a like weight. 
And you shall prepare of it incense, a perfume after the art of the perfumer, 
seasoned with salt, pure and holy. And you shall grind some of it finely, and 
put of it before the testimony in the Tent of Meeting, where I will meet with 
you; it shall be to you most sacred. And the incense that you shall prepare, 
according to its composition you shall not prepare for yourselves; it shall be 
to you sacred for the Lord. He who prepares it in order to smell it shall be 


cut off from his people. 
(Exodus 30:34-38) 


And the Lord spoke to Moses, saying: Speak to the children of Israel, saying: 
Ifa woman conceives and gives birth to a male, then she shall be impure seven 
days, as in the days of the menstruation of her sickness she shall be impure. 


(Leviticus 12:1-2) 


The Torah commands an unwitting sinner to bring a sin offering upon learning of 
his transgression, but it does not explain precisely which prohibitions are included 

in this obligation. The passage in Numbers that discusses the sin offering (15:27-31; 

see also Leviticus 4:27-35) clearly indicates that there is a connection between the 

sin offering brought for an unwitting transgression and the punishment of karet, exci- 
sion from the World-to-Come. In fact, all the Sages agree that for prohibitions whose 

intentional violation leads to karet, one must bring a sin offering if he transgressed 

unwittingly. Furthermore, the linguistic similarity between the passage discussing the 

sin offering and the passage discussing the provisional guilt offering teaches that this 

guilt offering serves to atone for uncertain violations of the same transgressions. For 
this reason, in order to determine who is liable to bring a sin offering or a provisional 

guilt offering, one must first establish which sins are punishable by karet. This is the 

first subject matter of the chapter. 


Several questions arise pertaining to this matter, among them: Is the liability to 
receive karet for a transgression enough in and of itself to render one who trans- 
gresses it unwittingly liable to bring a sin offering, or are there cases in which such 
an act does not require the bringing of an offering? Likewise, it is necessary to define 
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precisely those transgressions that are punishable by karet. In addition to the nature 
of the transgression itself, one must clarify the type of unwitting sin that entails liabil- 
ity to bring a sin offering: Is the mistake one committed due to a chance unawareness 
or even a fundamental lack of knowledge with regard to the prohibition itself? 


Another issue that requires analysis concerns which transgressions entail liability to 
bring separate sin offerings. For example, when the verse mentions the punishment of 
karet once in connection with forbidden sexual intercourse with specific relatives, if 
one engages in intercourse with more than one of these individuals is he or she liable 
to bring a single sin offering or more? What is the halakha concerning sin offerings 
with regard to one who violates a prohibition that includes numerous details and 
which applies in a variety of situations? 


Apart from the sin offerings brought for transgressions, the Torah commands the 
sacrifice of certain offerings that are categorized as sin offerings despite the fact that 
they do not atone for sins. These serve to complete a process of purification, including 
that of a woman after childbirth, who must bring an offering at the end of her days of 
ritual impurity and purity, only after which she is permitted to partake of sacrificial 
meat. For the purposes of this halakha it is important to define a birth in precise terms, 
e.g., is a miscarriage included in this category, and if so, are all types of miscarriages 
considered births in this regard? Another problematic case is that of a woman who 
suffers a series of miscarriages. Are these treated as a single birth with regard to the 
woman's obligation to bring an offering after childbirth, or are they treated as separate 
births? What is the line of demarcation between one birth and another? 


Toward the end of the chapter, the Sages analyze a basic question which touches 
upon the essence of the offering of a woman after childbirth: Since this offering and 
others like it do not serve to atone for a sin but rather to complete a purification 
process, is it necessary to bring an offering for each and every birth, just as a sin 
offering must be brought for each transgression? Or perhaps a woman who gave 
birth several times need bring only one offering for her purification. Moreover, is it 
possible to distinguish between the completion of a woman’s purification ritual and 
her obligation to bring offerings? 


These are the main topics explored in the chapter. In addition, the chapter includes 
the central discussions in the Talmud concerning several other matters, such as the 
blending of the incense and the anointing oil in the Temple, and the specific prohibi- 
tions that apply with regard to these substances. 
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MI S H N A There are thirty-six cases in the Torah with 


regard to which one who performs a prohib- 


ited action intentionally is liable to receive excision from the World- 
to-Come" [karet].“" They are: One who engages in sexual inter- 
course with" his mother; or with the wife of his father, even if she 
is not his mother; or with his daughter-in-law. The same punish- 
ment is imposed on a man who engages in intercourse with another 
male [hazekhur],' or who copulates with an animal; anda woman 
who brings an animal upon her to engage in bestiality. The same 
punishment is imposed on one who engages in intercourse with a 
woman and her daughter, or with a married woman. The same 
punishment is imposed on one who engages in intercourse with 


his sister, or with his father’s sister, or with his mother’s sister, or 
with his wife’s sister, or with his brother’s wife, or with the wife 
of his father’s brother, or with the wife of his mother’s brother," 
or witha menstruating woman. 


There are thirty-six cases in the Torah where one is liable to 
receive excision from the World-to-Come [karet] — ow 
Din ww: This tractate does not discuss the punishment of 
karet itself, and it is not for this reason that the mishna enumer- 
ates the thirty-six transgressions which render one liable to 
receive karet. If that were the case, the mishna should likewise 
have listed those prohibitions whose violation leads to death 
at the hand of Heaven, as it is a similar but distinct punishment. 
The mishna lists these cases because one who unwittingly trans- 
gresses a prohibition that entails karet must bring a sin offering 
for his atonement. It is for this reason that the tractate appears 
in the order of Kodashim, whose subject matter is the offerings 
sacrificed in the Temple (Tosefot HaRosh). 

In fact, there are more transgressions for which one is liable 
to receive karet, e.g., the desecration of Shabbat includes thirty- 
nine forms of prohibited labor. Yet the mishna lists general 
categories under the heading of Shabbat and the heading of 
idol worship, rather than all the instances of each prohibition 
(see 3b; Jerusalem Talmud 7:6). 

The early commentaries further note that there are other 
prohibitions listed by the Sages which entail karet: Rejecting 
the yoke of Torah and mitzvot by denying God's existence, 
interpreting the Torah falsely, and nullifying the covenant of 
the flesh, i.e., circumcision (Shevuot 13a). Those sins are not 
enumerated here because they do not entail liability to bring a 
sin offering when performed unwittingly. This is either because 
they are not explicitly stated in the Torah, or because they do 
not involve an action, or due to the fact that they are included 
in the categories of idol worship and the mitzva of circumcision 
which are mentioned in the mishna (see Shita Mekubbetzet), or 
because these violations are more severe than other prohibi- 
tions that entail karet (Sha'ar HaGemul). It is stated in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud (7:11) that one who curses his father and mother 
is liable to receive karet. The early commentaries explain that 
this prohibition is not listed here as it does not involve an action 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Karet — m3: There are various opinions with regard to the defini- 
tion of karet, as well as the difference between this punishment 
and death at the hand of Heaven. According to a baraita (Moed 
Katan 28a; Jerusalem Talmud, Bikkurim 2:1), both punishments 
involve an untimely death: Karet at the age of fifty, and death 
at the hand of Heaven at age sixty. The Jerusalem Talmud cites 
biblical sources to this effect. Some amora’‘im claim that karet 
applies to a death up to sixty (Moed Katan 28a). It is further 
stated there that there is a karet of days, i.e., a sudden death; 
and a karet of children, when one dies childless (see Rashi on 
this amud and on Genesis 17:14). Some claim that the punish- 
ment of childlessness applies only to one who transgresses 
the prohibition against forbidden sexual intercourse, where 


NOTES 


the verse states: “They shall die childless” (Leviticus 20:21; Riva; 
Tosafot on Shabbat 25a). 

The Rambam writes that as opposed to death at the hand 
of Heaven, which refers to death in this world, karet applies to 
the World-to-Come. Other commentaries distinguish between 
various forms of karet of the body and of the soul, in accordance 
with the severity of the offense (see Sha'ar HaGemul; Rabbeinu 
Bahyei on Leviticus 18:29; Abravanel on Numbers 15:22; Rabbi 
Menahem Azarya of Fano in Asara Ma‘amarot, Ma‘amar Hikkur 
HaDin chapter 19). 


One who engages in sexual intercourse with, etc. - x37 
na1 by: The list proceeds from the more severe sins to lighter 
ones, as determined based on the punishment administered by 
the court when the transgression was committed intentionally, 
in the presence of witnesses, and with forewarning. The mishna 
first specifies those with whom intercourse is forbidden, which 
is the largest category, starting from those offenses that entail 
stoning, the most severe of the four types of the death penalty. 
This category includes one who engages in intercourse with his 
mother, his father's wife, and his daughter-in-law (see Mitzpe 
Eitan). Added here are the cases of intercourse by a male with a 
male, and intercourse with an animal, which are also punished 
with stoning. 

The tanna of the mishna then enumerates those transgres- 
sions which carry the death penalty of burning, i.e., intercourse 
with a woman and her daughter. This is followed by intercourse 
with a married woman, an offense punishable by strangulation. 
After enumerating those cases of forbidden intercourse which 
are punishable by court-imposed capital punishment, the tanna 
turns to forbidden intercourse which carries the punishment 
of lashes. 

The mishna next addresses the rest of the prohibitions pun- 
ishable by karet, starting with those that entail stoning, which 
range from one who blasphemes to one who violates Shabbat. 
The tanna concludes with the prohibitions which entail the 
punishment of lashes, from one who is ritually impure who 
partakes of sacrificial food to one who smears the anointing oil 
on his body. With regard to the order in which the prohibitions 
are listed here, the commentaries note that they appear in the 
same order in the third chapter of tractate Makkot, but they have 
not found an explanation for this particular order (Tosefot Yom 
Tov; see Tiferet Yisrael). 


The wife of his mother’s brother — sax mx nwy: As explained 
on Yevamot 21b, sexual intercourse with this woman is prohib- 
ited by rabbinic law, not Torah law (see Rashi). Consequently, 
the later commentaries delete this clause from the mishna, in 
accordance with the version that appears in the text of the 
mishnayot printed separately from the Gemara (Beer Sheva). 


LANGUAGE 


Male [zekhur] — 1131: The standard term for a male is zakhar. 
The form zekhur already appears in the Torah as a general 
term for males: “Three times in the year all your males 
[zekhurkha] shall appear before the Lord God” (Exodus 
23:17). In the language of the Sages it is used specifically 
in reference to homosexual intercourse (see Rashi on San- 
hedrin 54b). 


BACKGROUND 


Menstruating woman — 7173: By Torah law, a woman is ritu- 
ally impure for seven days after the onset of her menstrual 
bleeding. On the eve of the eighth day, she immerses herself 
in a spring or ritual bath to purify herself. By Torah law, a 
menstruating woman may purify herself on the eighth day, 
even if she had been bleeding for the entire seven-day 
period, provided that she stopped bleeding before immers- 
ing. The Talmud states that women themselves adopted a 
stringency, and consequently any woman who experiences 
uterine bleeding is required to wait seven days without any 
bleeding before immersion in the ritual bath. In any case, 
the halakhot of a menstruating woman apply to her until 
she immerses, and if she violates these prohibitions she is 
liable to receive the punishment of karet. 


HALAKHA 


There are thirty-six cases in the Torah where one is 
liable to receive karet, etc. — ^3) Nima ww) myw: With 
regard to one who unwittingly transgresses a prohibition 
whose violation involves an action, and for which the Torah 
imposed the punishment of karet for its willful violation, he 
must bring a fixed animal sin offering. The Rambam cites the 
list of the prohibitions found in the mishna, while adding 
several related halakhot. Overall, he enumerates a total of 
forty-three transgressions, which include those listed in the 
mishna, except for the Paschal offering, circumcision, one 
who blasphemes, one who consumes consecrated food 
while ritually impure, and one who enters the Temple while 
ritually impure. He adds several prohibitions of forbidden 
sexual intercourse which can be included under the general 
rubric of a woman and her daughter, as well as a sister who 
is the daughter of his father’s wife, which falls under the cat- 
egory of one's sister. The Rambam also lists one who engages 
in intercourse with his father and his father’s brother, which 
are included in the mishna under the heading of intercourse 
by a male with a male. Finally, he adds witchcraft by means 
of a familiar spirit in a situation where one performs an 
action (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 1:1-2, 4, 
and Mahari Kurkus there). 
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And one who worships an idol and one who gives of 
his children to Molekh — sya piam ay ayia 13y) 
piah: With regard to idol worship, the verse states: 

“Because he has despised the word of the Lord, and has 
broken His commandment; that soul shall utterly be cut 
off, his iniquity shall be upon him” (Numbers 15:31), and 

with regard to one who gives of his children to Molekh it 
is written: “Then | will set My face against that man, and 
against his family, and will cut him off, and all that go 
astray after him, to go astray after Molekh, from among 
their people” (Leviticus 20:5). The practice of Molekh wor- 
ship is described in Sanhedrin 64a: The parents would 

hand over their children to the priests of Molekh, who 
would pass them through fire in the name of Molekh. 


And a necromancer — six bya: This prohibition is 
stated in the verse: “And the soul that turns to the ghosts, 
and to the familiar spirits, to go astray after them, | will 
set My face against that soul, and will cut him off from 
among his people” (Leviticus 20:6). The Gemara on 3b 
discusses why the “familiar spirits’ mentioned in the 
same verse, which involves placing a certain bone in 
one’s mouth for it to speak of its own accord (Sanhedrin 
49a), is omitted by the mishna. It may be inferred from 
the mishna that other types of witchcraft do not entail 
karet (Tosafot on Zevahim 49a). By contrast, the Rambam 
indicates that the case of a necromancer is cited as an 
example which includes other forms of witchcraft as 
well (see Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 1:2 
and Mishne LaMelekh there). 


And bringing the Paschal offering and the mitzva of 
circumcision, etc. - 15) aban mpam: In other words, 
hese are the two positive mitzvot for which failure 
o perform them is punishable by karet. With regard 
o the Paschal offering the verse states: “But the man 
who is clean, and is not on a journey, and fails to keep 
he Paschal offering, that soul shall be cut off from his 
people; because he did not bring the offering of the 
Lord in its appointed season, that man shall bear his 
sin” (Numbers 9:13). The punishment of karet for failure 
o perform circumcision appears in the verse: “And the 
uncircumcised male who is not circumcised in the flesh 
of his foreskin, that soul shall be cut off from his people; 
he has broken My covenant” (Genesis 17:14). According 
o the Rambam he is liable to receive karet only if he dies 
uncircumcised. The Ra'avad maintains that every day 
on which a man could circumcise himself and neglects 
o do so is a separate violation that entails karet (see 
Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 1:2). 


And to bring a sin offering for its unwitting viola- 
tion — NKUN inaw by: Rashi explains that this unwit- 
ing violation does not involve a case where he was 
entirely unaware that his action constituted a violation, 
as one who believed an action is permitted is considered 
o have acted due to circumstances beyond his control 
and is exempt. Rather, it is referring to one who knew 
about the prohibition but mistakenly thought his action 
is not included in that prohibition. Alternatively, he erred 
with regard to the facts, e.g., he thought that the woman 
with whom he was engaging in intercourse was his wife 
whereas she was actually someone forbidden to him. 

Many commentaries are puzzled by Rashi’s claim that 
one who says an action is permitted is exempt, as the 
Gemara on 3b explicitly states he is liable to bring a sin 
offering (see Tiferet Yisrael). Some explain that according 
to Rashi there is a difference between one who knew 
about the prohibition in general and simply forgot at the 
time, in which case he must bring a sin offering, and one 
who never knew about the prohibition at all. Such an 
individual is exempt, as he is compared to a child raised 
by gentiles (Responsa Hut HaMeshullash 1:13; Responsa 
Hatam Sofer 22). 
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And these too are liable to receive karet: One who blasphemes" the 
name of Heaven, and one who worships an idol, and one who 
gives of his children to Molekh (see Leviticus 20:1-5), and a 
necromancer," and one who desecrates Shabbat. And the same is 
the punishment of one who is ritually impure who ate sacrificial 
food; and one who enters the Temple while ritually impure; and 
one who eats forbidden fat, or consumes blood, or eats meat left 
over from an offering after the time allotted for its consumption 
[notar], or eats meat of an offering that was sacrificed with the 
intent to consume it after its designated time [piggul]; and one 
who slaughters offerings and offers them up outside the Temple. 


And these too are liable to receive karet: One who eats leavened 
bread on Passover, and one who eats or performs prohibited 
labor on Yom Kippur. And the same is the punishment of one who 
blends the anointing oil according to the specifications of the oil 
prepared by Moses in the wilderness (see Exodus 30:22-33); and 
one who blends the incense according to the specifications of the 
incense used in the Temple service for purposes other than use in 
the Temple; and one who applies the anointing oil to his skin. 
And one is liable to receive karet for failure to fulfill the mitzva of 
bringing the Paschal offering and the mitzva of circumcision," 
which unlike the cases of prohibitions enumerated in the mishna, 
are positive mitzvot. 


For any of these prohibitions, one is liable to receive karet for its 
intentional violation and to bring a sin offering for its unwitting 
violation." And for their violation in a case where it is unknown to 
him whether or not he transgressed, he is liable to bring a provi- 
sional guilt offering, which provides provisional atonement until 
he discovers whether or not he transgressed. This is the halakha for 
all of the transgressions listed above except for one who defiles the 
Temple, i.e., he enters the Temple while ritually impure, or partakes 
of its consecrated items while ritually impure." In these cases he 
does not bring a provisional guilt offering because he is obligated 
to bring a sliding-scale offering for a definite transgression. This is 
the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


And the Rabbis say: The halakha is the same even with regard to 

the one who blasphemes, as it is stated with regard to the sin offer- 
ing: “You shall have one law for him who performs the action 

unwittingly” (Numbers 15:29), excluding one who blasphemes, as 

he does not perform an action but sins with speech. 


HALAKHA 


One who blasphemes — 973/277: Although one who blasphemes 
the name of Heaven is punished with karet if he sinned willfully, 
if he sinned unwittingly he does not bring a sin offering because 
this prohibition does not involve an action (Rambam Sefer Kor- 


banot, Hilkhot Shegagot 1:2). 


And bringing the Paschal offering and the mitzva of circum- 
cision - mam nmpsm: If one did not sacrifice the Paschal offering 
or neglected to circumcise himself, although he is liable to receive 


One who defiles the Temple or partakes of its consecrated 
items while ritually impure — vp wpa Kawa: If a ritually 
impure individual unwittingly ate consecrated food or entered 
the Temple while ritually impure, he does not bring a fixed sin 
offering but a sliding-scale offering: A wealthy individual brings 
an animal, while a pauper brings two birds, one for a sin offering 
and one for a burnt offering. If he cannot afford even two birds, 
he brings a fine-flour meal offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 1:3). 


karet if he transgressed intentionally, he does not bring a sin offer- 
ing if he sinned unwittingly, because these are positive mitzvot 
and one is liable to bring a sin offering only for transgressing 
prohibitions (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 1:2). 
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GEMARA The Gemara asks: Why do I need the mishna 


to state this tally of cases where one who 
performs the action is liable to receive karet? Why does it state a 
number? All thirty-six are listed in the mishna, and one could simply 
count them to discover how many there are. Rabbi Yohanan said: 
By listing the tally, the mishna is teaching that if one performed all 
of them in the course of one lapse of awareness," he is liable to 
receive punishment for each and every one, i.e., to bring thirty-six 
sin offerings. 


The Gemara asks: And furthermore, with regard to that which we 
learned in a mishna (Shabbat 73a): The primary categories of labor 
are forty-less-one; why do I need this tally of forty-less-one? The 
Gemara answers: By listing the tally the mishna is teaching that if one 
performed all of the prohibited labors in one lapse of awareness" 
during which he was unaware of the prohibition involved, he is liable 
to bring a sin offering for each and every one. 


The Gemara asks: And furthermore, with regard to that which we 
learned in a mishna (8b): There are four people who have not yet 
brought an atonement offering to complete their purification process 
and may not eat sacrificial meat until they bring the requisite offerings. 
The mishna then teaches: And these are the people who have not yet 
brought an atonement offering: The zav, and the zava, and the woman 
after childbirth, and the leper. Why do I need this tally of four? 


The Gemara answers: By listing the tally, the mishna serves to exclude 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov," who says there are 
five such individuals. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Ya’akov says: A convert" is also one who has not yet brought 
an atonement offering and he may not partake of sacrificial meat, 
although he was circumcised and immersed in a ritual bath, until the 
priest sprinkles the blood of his offering on the altar on his behalf. 
It is for this reason that the mishna teaches four, to emphasize that 
there are not five such people. 


The Gemara asks: And furthermore, with regard to that which we 
learned in that same mishna (8b): And there are four who bring an 
offering for the intentional transgression of a prohibition as they do 
for the unwitting transgression of a prohibition: One who engages 
in intercourse with a designated maidservant (see Leviticus 19:20-22), 
a nazirite who became ritually impure (see Numbers 6:9-12), one 
who takes a false oath that he does not know testimony on behalf of 
another (Leviticus 5:1), and one who takes a false oath on a deposit, 
i.e., that that an item belonging to another is not in his possession 
(Leviticus 5:21-26). Why do I need this tally of four? 


The Gemara answers: By listing the tally, the mishna serves to exclude 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Shimon says: The intentional transgressor who takes a false oath 
on a deposit is not given the opportunity for atonement by bringing 
an offering. It is for this reason that the mishna teaches four, to 
emphasize that taking a false oath on a deposit is included in this list. 


The Gemara asks: And furthermore, with regard to that which we 
learned in a mishna (9a): There are five people who bring one offer- 
ing for several transgressions, i.e., for violating the same transgres- 
sion several times; and the mishna then teaches: These individuals 
bring one offering for several transgressions: One who engages in 
several acts of intercourse with an espoused maidservant; a nazirite 
who became ritually impure via several instances of ritual impurity; 
one who issues a warning to his wife with regard to entering into 
seclusion with several men; a leper who was afflicted with several 
instances of leprosy; and a woman who gave birth to several offspring. 


Why do I need this tally of five? 


HALAKHA 


If one performed all of them in one lapse of aware- 
ness — nny odyita fa gwy OX: One who unwittingly 
transgressed multiple prohibitions which entail liability 
to bring a sin offering is liable to bring a sin offering 
for each one of them, even if he did so within one 
lapse of awareness, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 4:1). 


Primary categories of labor. ..in one lapse of aware- 
ness — nines odyaa..ntoxda nia: With regard to 
one who unwittingly performed multiple prohibited 
labors on Shabbat, i.e., he knew it was Shabbat but 
was unaware these labors are prohibited, even if he 
did so within one lapse of awareness he is liable to 
bring a sin offering for each primary category of labor 
he violated, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
7:7-8 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:3). 


A convert, etc. — 15173: With regard to a convert who 
has immersed in a ritual bath but has not yet brought 
his offering, although it is prohibited for him to partake 
of sacrificial food until he does so, he is not classified as 
one who has not yet brought an atonement offering 
to complete his purification process. Rather, his not 
having yet brought the offering prevents him from 
attaining the status of a full-fledged convert and being 
considered like a born Jew, and it is for this reason that 
he may not partake of sacrificial food. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:2). 


NOTES 


To exclude the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, 
etc, — 9D) Spy» ya Wwy ray rex: The tanna of 
the mishna agrees with Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov that a 
convert may not partake of sacrificial food until he has 
brought an offering. Their dispute concerns the defini- 
tion of one who has not yet brought an atonement 
offering to complete his purification process. Does 
this include all those who may not partake of sacrificial 
food, or only those at the completion of a process of 
ritual purification? (Rashi on 8b). 
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NOTES 


Anazirite if he became ritually impure with several 
instances of ritual impurity — NIKAW KIVI Os V1 
man: Ifa nazirite contracted ritual impurity imparted 
by a corpse, he must observe the seven days of purifi- 
cation required of all those who are rendered impure 
by contact with a dead body. On the seventh day he 
must shave, and on the following day he brings a ram 
as a guilt offering and two doves or young pigeons, 
one fora sin offering and one for a burnt offering (see 
Numbers 6:9-12). 


HALAKHA 


Anazirite if he became ritually impure with several 
instances of ritual impurity — Mix KIVI DN 12 
mai: A ritually pure nazirite who became impure 
with several instances of ritual impurity brings only 
one set of offerings for his impurity. In what case is 
this statement made? If he was rendered impure on 
the second occasion before he brought his offer- 
ings. By contrast, if he became impure, was puri- 
fied, brought his offerings, and the blood of his sin 
offering was sprinkled on the altar, and at this stage 
contracted impurity once again, he must bring a new 
set of offerings for this new impurity. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis on Nazir 
18b, as they hold that the naziriteship of purity does 
not commence until he has brought his sin offering 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:12 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 
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The Gemara answers: The tanna of the mishna lists the tally because 

he wants to teach the latter clause: This also applies to a nazirite if 
he became ritually impure with several instances of ritual impu- 
rity." The tally of five includes the case of a nazirite. The Gemara 

explains what the novelty of this case is: And you find this, that a 

nazirite can contract ritual impurity several times consecutively, in a 

case where he became ritually impure on the seventh day and, after 
undergoing the purification process, again became ritually impure 

on the seventh day. And in accordance with whose opinion is it? It 

is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 

Yehuda, who says that the naziriteship of purity, i.e., the naziriteship 

one must observe afresh after his purification, takes effect on the 

nazirite from the seventh day of his purification process. 


The Gemara clarifies: As, if you say the mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, that is difficult: Since he 
says that the naziriteship of purity does not take effect on the 
nazirite until the eighth day, how can you find a case in which 
these circumstances apply, i.e., that a nazirite can be considered 
impure with several instances of ritual impurity in the same term of 
naziriteship? 


The Gemara explains why, according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 

HaNasi, this is not possible: If this case involves a nazirite who 

became ritually impure on the seventh day, and, after undergoing 

the purification process, again became ritually impure on the sev- 
enth day, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi would hold that all these impurities 

are in fact one instance of long ritual impurity. His reasoning is that 

the nazirite never reached the eighth day, which would renew his 

observance of naziriteship in purity. If so, the mishna would not refer 
to this as a case of multiple impurities. 


And if the mishna is referring to a nazirite who became ritually 
impure on the eighth day and, after undergoing the purification 
process, again became ritually impure on the eighth day, the ruling 
of the mishna would not apply either. Since he left his state of impu- 
rity at an appropriate time to bring his offering, as he can bring his 
offering on the eighth day, it is not considered a continuation of the 
previous ritual impurity and he is liable to bring a separate offering 
for each and every instance of impurity. Rather, conclude from it 
that this mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda. It is to emphasize this fact that the mishna lists 
the tally. 


The Gemara asks: Whatis the source of this opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi and what is the source of this opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda? The Gemara answers: As it is taught in a baraita 
with regard to a verse that discusses a nazirite who became ritually 
impure and brought two birds to the Temple: “And the priest shall 
prepare one for a sin offering, and the other for a burnt offering, 
and make atonement for him, for he sinned by the soul, and he 
shall sanctify his head that same day” (Numbers 6:11). The verse is 
referring to the day of the bringing of his offerings, which is the 
eighth day of his purification; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. And Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says the verse 
is referring to the day of his shaving, i.e., the seventh day of his 
purification. 


The Gemara returns to its series of questions concerning the mention 
of tallies in mishnayot. The Gemara asks: And furthermore, with 
regard to that which we learned in a mishna (9a): And there are five 
people who bring a sliding-scale offering, which is determined by 
the financial status of the sinner; and the mishna then teaches (10b): 
These bring a sliding-scale offering: One brings such an offering for 
hearing the voice of an oath, and for a false oath of the utterance of 
the lips, and for the defiling of the Temple and its sacred foods, and 
the woman after childbirth, and the leper. Why do I need this tally 
of five? 
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The Gemara answers: The tanna of the mishna lists the tally because 
of the halakha taught in the latter clause, as the latter clause teaches, 
in a different mishna (Horayot 8b): The court is not liable for issuing 
a ruling with regard to the hearing of a voice, or for a false oath of 
the utterance of the lips, or for the defiling of the Temple and its 
sacred foods. The status of the king is like that of the court" and 
he is exempt from bringing an offering in these cases. It is for this 
reason the mishna teaches five, to exclude the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, who says that a king brings a goat, i.e., a fixed sin offering, 
instead of a sliding-scale offering for the defiling of the Temple and 
its sacred foods. 


The Gemara asks: And furthermore, with regard to that which we 
learned in a mishna (Bava Kamma 2a): There are four primary 
categories of damage: The category of Ox, the category of Pit, the 
category of Maveh, and the category of Fire. Why do I need this tally 
of four? 


The Gemara answers: By listing the tally, the mishna serves to 
exclude the opinion of Rabbi Oshaya, who says (Tosefta, Bava 
Kamma 9:1): There are thirteen primary categories of damage. 
And according to Rabbi Oshaya, why do I need this tally of thir- 
teen? By listing the tally, he serves to exclude the opinion of Rabbi 
Hiyya, who says: There are twenty-four primary categories of 
damage. And according to Rabbi Hiyya, why do I need this tally 
of twenty-four? By listing the tally, he serves to exclude the case of 
an informer who causes the authorities to confiscate the property 
of another, and a priest who renders another's offering piggul," as 
Rabbi Hiyya concedes that these are not included in the primary 
categories of damage. 


§ The Gemara returns to discuss the statement of Rabbi Yohanan. 
The Master said earlier: By listing the tally, the mishna is teaching 
that if he performed all of them, i.e., he unwittingly violated every 
prohibition, in the course of one lapse of awareness, he is liable to 
receive punishment for each and every one, i.e., to bring thirty-six 
sin offerings. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the prohibitions against 
engaging in forbidden intercourse: Granted, you cannot say that 
one who unwittingly violates every prohibition against engaging in 
forbidden intercourse is entirely exempt, as it is written: “For 
whoever shall do any of these abominations, the souls that do them 
shall be cut off from among their people” (Leviticus 18:29), and as 
they all are punishable by karet he is liable to bring a sin offering for 
his unwitting transgression. But why not say that if he transgressed 
one prohibition he becomes liable to bring one sin offering, and 
likewise if he transgressed all of them in one lapse of awareness 
he is liable to bring only one sin offering. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: It is for this reason that karet which one incurs 
for engaging in intercourse with one’s sister is singled out and 
mentioned independently of the other acts of forbidden intercourse 
(Leviticus 20:17). This serves to separate the prohibitions and teach 
that one is liable to receive a separate punishment of karet or to 
bring a sin offering for each individual prohibition against forbidden 
intercourse. 


NOTES 


To exclude the case of an informer and a priest who renders 
another's offering piggul - Daag 07 pron: When the Gemara 
speaks of one who renders the offering of another piggul it is refer- 
ring to a priest who performs one of the rites of an offering with the 
intent to eat or sacrifice it after its appointed time. Rashi notes that 
this intent must be verbalized. This intent renders the offering dis- 
qualified, which means that its owner must bring another offering. 


Some commentaries maintain that one who causes the authorities 
to confiscate another's property or who renders an offering pig- 
gul is not obligated to pay damages at all, because they did not 
perform an action (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). According 
to Rashi, their exclusion merely teaches that they do not pay from 
their best-quality land, as required of others who are liable to pay 
damages. 


HALAKHA 

The status of a king is like them - xxiD ww) 
172: A king brings the same offering as an ordinary 
individual for taking a false oath of testimony, for 
taking a false oath on an utterance, and for defil- 
ing the Temple and its sacred foods. The halakha 
is in accordance with the unattributed mishna in 
Horayot 9a (Mahari Kurkus). According to the Ra’avad, 
a king does not bring an offering for taking a false 
oath of testimony (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 10:7). 
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BACKGROUND 


Matter that was included in a generalization but was 
singled out to teach a halakha — xx) 3 MAW 134 
aah Ubon pa: This is one of the principles of talmudic 
hermeneutics employed by the Sages. For example, 
the Torah states that it is prohibited to perform labor 
on Shabbat, which is a generalization. The Torah then 
states specifically that it is prohibited to kindle fire on 
Shabbat, a prohibition that was singled out from the 
generalization. The Talmud derives that like the labor 
of kindling, each primary category of labor on Shabbat 
is prohibited independently, and consequently one 
who performs different categories of labor on Shabbat 
is liable for each separately. 


Juxtaposition — Wp: This exegetical principle means 
that when two matters appear in the same verse or in 
adjacent verses, the Talmud assumes that because they 
were juxtaposed they are analogous. Consequently, 
inferences may be drawn by comparing the two cases. 


HALAKHA 


Consecrated for the altar - mata wp: With regard 
to one who contracted ritual impurity of the kind that 
were he to enter the Temple in that state he would be 
liable to receive karet, if he intentionally ate an olive- 
bulk of food consecrated for the altar he is liable to 
receive karet. If he did so unwittingly he must bring 
a sliding-scale offering. The halakha is in accordance 
with the mishna on Zevahim 106a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:13). 
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Rav Beivai bar Abaye objects to this: Why not say: With regard to 
one who engages in intercourse with his sister, which the verse 
detailed separately, he becomes liable to bring one sin offering for 
it, but with regard to all the other acts of forbidden intercourse, once 
he transgressed all of them in one lapse of awareness he becomes 
liable to bring only one sin offering for all of them. 


The Gemara objects: And according to Rav Beivai bar Abaye, does 
he not accept that hermeneutical principle which is taught in a 
baraita: Any matter that was included in a generalization, but was 
singled out to teach a halakha,’ was singled out to teach that hala- 
kha not only about itself but to teach that halakha about the entire 
generalization. 


The baraita explains: How so? The verse states: “But the soul that 
eats of the flesh of the sacrifice of peace offerings that belong to 
the Lord, with his ritual impurity upon him, that soul shall be cut 
off from his people” (Leviticus 7:20). But weren't peace offerings 
included in the general category of all sacrificial offerings; why, then, 
were they explicitly singled out in this verse? 


The baraita answers: They were singled out to juxtapose the halakha 
of other offerings to them, teaching: Just as peace offerings are 
unique in that they are consecrated for the altar" and one is liable 
to receive karet for partaking of them while impure, so too, with 
regard to all food that is consecrated for the altar, one is liable to 
receive karet for partaking of them while impure. This excludes from 
this halakha items that are consecrated for Temple maintenance. 
The same reasoning should apply to the singling out of the prohibi- 
tion against engaging in intercourse with one’s sister, as it teaches that 
one is liable separately for all the categories of forbidden relations. 


Rav Beivai bar Abaye said to the Sage who raised this difficulty: The 

discussion of Rabbi Yohanan’s statement should be held apart from 

that baraita. As, didn’t you say there that the comparison to peace 

offerings excludes items that are consecrated for Temple mainte- 
nance? The matter that was singled out teaches its halakha only with 

regard to cases that are similar to it. The same reasoning should apply 
with regard to the prohibition against engaging in intercourse with 

one’s sister. 


Rav Beivai elaborates: Here too, just as the case of one’s sister is 
unique in that she is a forbidden relative who cannot be permitted 
during the entire life of the one who prohibits her, i.e., her brother, 
as she will always be his sister, so too, the halakha that one is liable 
to bring a sin offering for the transgression of each prohibition 
applies to any forbidden relative who cannot be permitted in the 
life of the one who prohibits her. This excludes a married woman, 
who can be permitted in the life of the one who prohibits her, i.e., 
her husband, as their relationship can be terminated by means of 
divorce. If so, one would not be liable to bring a separate sin offering 
for each instance of engaging in intercourse with a married woman, 
whereas Rabbi Yohanan maintains that one is liable to bring a sin 
offering for violating each of the prohibitions listed in the mishna, 
including the one concerning a married woman. 


Rabbi Yona said in response, and some say this was stated by Rav 
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua: The verse states: “For whoever shall 
do any of these abominations, the souls that do them shall be cut 
off from among their people” (Leviticus 18:29). Since this is a 
juxtaposition,’ it means that in this verse all of those with whom 
relations are forbidden are juxtaposed to the case of one’s sister, 
written in that passage, as follows: Just as with regard to one’s sister 
he is liable to bring a separate sin offering for engaging in intercourse 
with her alone, so too, with regard to any one of all the cases of 
forbidden relations, one is liable to bring a separate sin offering for 
engaging in intercourse with that woman alone. When a halakha 
is derived by juxtaposition the cases do not have to be entirely similar. 
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The Gemara objects: But this presents a difficulty according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak, who says: All those liable to receive 
karet in cases of incest were included in the principle: “For who- 
ever shall commit any of these abominations, even the people who 
commit them shall be cut off from among their people” (Leviticus 
18:29). And why was karet incurred by engaging in intercourse 
with one’s sister singled out in Leviticus 20:17? It was singled out 
to judge it, so that the transgressors receive the punishment of 
karet and not the punishment of lashes. Although they have vio- 
lated a prohibition, which generally carries the punishment of 
lashes, they are not flogged, as they are liable to receive the more 
severe punishment of karet. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty: From where does Rabbi 
Yitzhak learn to separate the prohibitions and teach that one is 
liable to receive a separate punishment of karet or to bring a sin 
offering for each violation of the prohibition against forbidden 
intercourse? Unlike Rabbi Yohanan, he cannot derive it from the 
above verse, as he learns this aforementioned halakha from that 
verse. The Gemara answers: He derives it from the verse: “And you 
shall not approach a woman to uncover her nakedness as long as 
she is impure by her menstruation” (Leviticus 18:19). Since the 
verse could have stated simply: And you shall not approach a men- 
struating woman, the lengthy expression of: “A woman...as long 
as she is impure by her menstruation,’ serves to separate the trans- 
gressions and render him liable to receive a punishment for each 
and every woman with whom he engaged in forbidden sexual 
intercourse. 


The Gemara challenges: And with regard to the Rabbis, who dis- 
agree with Rabbi Yitzhak, let them also derive this halakha that 
one is liable to receive a separate punishment of karet or to bring a 

sin offering for each violation of the prohibition against forbidden 

intercourse from the verse cited by Rabbi Yitzhak: “And you shall 

not approach a woman to uncover her nakedness as long as she is 

impure by her menstruation.” The Gemara answers: Yes, it is 

indeed so. The Gemara asks: But if they derive that halakha from 

the same source as Rabbi Yitzhak, for what purpose does the spe- 
cific instance of karet stated with regard to one’s sister come? The 

Gemara answers: The Rabbis require it to separate the transgres- 
sions and render one liable to bring a separate sin offering for engag- 
ing in intercourse with his sister, and for engaging in intercourse 

with his father’s sister, and for engaging in intercourse with his 

mother’s sister, in a single lapse of awareness. 


The Gemara asks: Why is it necessary for the verse to separate the 

transgressions and render one liable to bring a separate sin offering 

with regard to these forbidden relatives? Aren’t they separate 

categories of prohibitions, and arent they separate bodies, i.e., 
three different people? It is obvious that each act of intercourse will 

require a separate sin offering. Rather, say as follows: The verse 

serves to separate the transgressions and render one liable to bring 
a separate sin offering for unwittingly engaging in intercourse with 

his sister who is also his father’s sister and who is also his moth- 
er’s sister," i.e., one is liable to bring three sin offerings despite the 

fact that all three prohibitions are violated through one act of 
intercourse with the same person. 


The Gemara turns its attention to the other opinion: And with 

regard to Rabbi Yitzhak, from where does he derive this matter? 

The Gemara answers: He derives it from the latter clause of the 

verse, as it is written: “He has uncovered his sister’s nakedness” 
(Leviticus 20:17). This seemingly superfluous phrase teaches 

this halakha. 


The Gemara further asks: And with regard to the Rabbis, concern- 
ing this mention of “his sister” in the latter clause of the verse, 
what do they do with it? The Gemara answers: They require it 


HALAKHA 

His sister who is also his father’s sister and who is 
also his mother’s sister — KTW VIN TINK KIW inns 
iay ning: One who unwittingly engages in intercourse 
with his sister who is also his father’s sister and also his 
mother's sister is liable to bring three sin offerings, as 
stated in the mishna on 15a (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 4:5). 
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to teach the halakha in the case of his sister who is both his father’s 
daughter and his mother’s daughter, and this serves to say that 
one does not administer punishment based on an a fortiori 
inference." Although the verses state a punishment both for one 
who engages in intercourse with his half sister who is his father’s 
daughter and for his half sister who is his mother’s daughter, one 
cannot learn via an a fortiori inference that he should also be pun- 
ished for engaging in intercourse with his sister from both parents, 
as punishments are applied only when the Torah expressly imposes 
them. 


The Gemara notes: And Rabbi Yitzhak, who does not interpret the 
verses in this manner, maintains that one administers punishment 
based on an a fortiori inference. And if you wish, say instead a 
different reason why Rabbi Yitzhak does not require this exposition: 
He derives the punishment of karet for engaging in intercourse 
with a sister from both parents from the warning, i.e., the prohibi- 
tion that is stated with regard to her. Just as the verse explicitly 
prohibited engaging in intercourse with a sister from both parents, 
so too, the same punishment of karet applies to engaging in inter- 
course with her as it does to engaging in intercourse with other 
forbidden relatives. 


§ Rabbi Elazar says that Rabbi Hoshaya says: Anywhere you find 
two different prohibitions, and only one punishment of karet is 
stated for both of them, you should divide the sin offering between 
them, i.e., if one transgressed both prohibitions unwittingly he is 
liable to bring a sin offering for each. And what is this case? One 
who blends the anointing oil according to the specifications of the 
oil prepared by Moses in the wilderness, for purposes other than 
use in the Temple, and one who applies this anointing oil to the 
skin of a person, as it is written: “Upon the flesh of man it shall 
not be applied, neither shall you make any like it according to its 
composition” (Exodus 30:32). These are two prohibitions, one for 
applying the oil and the other for blending it, and one karet is stated 
with regard to both, as it is written: “Whoever compounds any 
like it, or whoever puts any of it upon a stranger, he shall be cut 
off from his people” (Exodus 30:33). 


The Gemara challenges this statement: But accordingly, once there 

are separate prohibitions stated in the Torah with regard to engag- 
ing in intercourse with all forbidden relatives (Leviticus, chapter 18), 
and at the conclusion of that passage it is written: “For whoever shall 

do any of these abominations, the souls that do them shall be cut 

off from among their people” (Leviticus 18:29), it is indicated that 

the punishments of karet or a sin offering apply to all these prohibi- 
tions. If so, why do I need the punishment of karet that the Merci- 
ful One writes with regard to one’s sister, in a separate passage: 

“And they shall be cut offin the sight of the children of their people; 

he has uncovered his sister’s nakedness” (Leviticus 20:17)? 


NOTES 


To say that one does not administer punishment based on 
an a fortiori inference — pin ja pwaiy pew vab: Two main 
explanations have been suggested as to why the court does not 


administer a punishment based on an a fortiori inference. First, 


as an a fortiori inference depends on logical reasoning, there is 
always a concern it might be refuted (Halikhot Olam 4:12; Middot 


Aharon 2:13). Second, in an a fortiori inference, by definition the 
case at hand must be more severe than the case from which it is 
derived, and therefore it is possible that the atonement attained 
through the punishment of the lighter transgression will not be 
effective to atone for the more severe violation (Maharsha on 
Sanhedrin 64b). 
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The Gemara explains: This verse is required to teach one halakha 
according to the opinion of the Rabbis, and one halakha according 
to Rabbi Yitzhak, per his opinion. The Gemara elaborates: 
According to the opinion of the Rabbis, they require this verse 
to say that one does not administer punishment based on an a 
fortiori inference. According to Rabbi Yitzhak, he derives that 
this verse comes to deem one liable to bring three separate sin 
offerings for unwittingly engaging in intercourse with his own 
sister who is also his father’s sister and who is also his mother’s 
sister. 


The Gemara asks: And as for the Rabbis, from where do they 
derive this halakha? The Gemara answers: One can say that they 
derive it from the term “his sister” written in the first clause of 
the verse: “And ifa man shall take his sister” (Leviticus 20:17). And 
Rabbi Yitzhak holds that one cannot derive a halakha from the 
term “his sister” written in the first clause, as it is the manner of 
the verse to describe the case in detail before stating the prohibi- 
tion that applies to it. And therefore he derives from the term “his 
sister” written in the latter clause of the verse that this comes 
to separate between the prohibitions and render one liable to 
bring three separate sin offerings for engaging in intercourse with 
his own sister who is also his father’s sister and who is also his 
mother’s sister. 


Q The Gemara returns to Rabbi Elazar’s statement that one who 
unwittingly blends the anointing oil and applies it to the skin is 
liable to bring two sin offerings. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: 
We learn in the mishna as well: And one who blends the anoint- 
ing oil, and one who blends the incense, and one who applies 
the anointing oil to his skin. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak explains his inference: Why do I need 

the tanna to teach the clause: One who blends the incense, in the 

middle, between the two cases concerning the anointing oil? Is it 

not correct that this is what the mishna teaches us: Just as blend- 
ing the incense is an independent prohibition and one is liable 

to receive karet for it by itself, and to bring a sin offering for its 

unwitting transgression, so too, with regard to one who blends 

the anointing oil and one who applies the anointing oil to his skin, 
since they are each an independent prohibition, one is liable to 

receive karet for each action by itself, and to bring a sin offering 

for the unwitting transgression of each of them. 


And if you would say the mishna uses this order because it wants 
to teach the two cases involving blending together, let the tanna 
teach those two halakhot in the reverse order: One who blends 
the incense, and one who blends the anointing oil, and one 
who applies the anointing oil. In this manner the two clauses 
addressing blending would be adjacent, and likewise the two 
clauses addressing the anointing oil would be adjacent. Why did 
the tanna divide the cases involving the anointing oil by teaching 
the halakha of one who blends the incense in between them? Is 
it not correct that this teaches us that there is a separation 
between the two prohibitions, requiring one to bring two sin 
offerings? The Gemara affirms: Conclude from the mishna that 
this is the case. 


§ The mishna included in its list of those liable to receive karet a 
male who engages in intercourse with another male" or one who 
copulates with an animal, and a woman who brings an animal upon 
her to engage in bestiality. The Gemara asks: According to what 
criteria does the tanna of the mishna tally the prohibitions in 
the mishna? Rabbi Yohanan explained that the tally stated in the 
mishna serves to teach that one who violated every prohibition 
against engaging in forbidden intercourse in a single lapse of aware- 
ness is liable to receive punishment for each and every one. Which 
individual could have committed all these transgressions? 


HALAKHA 

A male who engages in intercourse with another 
male, etc. — 13) 1317 by xa: One who engages in 
homosexual intercourse both actively and passively 
in the same lapse of awareness, whether it is with 
the same male or with two different males, is liable 
to bring only one sin offering. The same applies to 
one who engages in bestiality, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 4:1, 5:3, and Lehem Mishne on 1:4). 
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The Gemara elaborates: Ifhe is referring to prohibitions transgressed by 
men, then one should remove the case of a woman who brings an 
animal upon her to engage in bestiality, and if so, one case of karet is 
lacking from the tally. Ifhe is referring to prohibitions transgressed by 
women, one should remove from them the case of a male who engages 
in intercourse with another male or with an animal, and if so, two cases 
of karet are lacking from the tally. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Actually, the tanna is referring to prohibitions 
transgressed by men. One should remove the case of a woman who 
brings an animal upon her to engage in bestiality, and instead teach the 
mishna like this: A male who engages in intercourse with another male, 
and a male who brings another male upon him to engage in intercourse. 
And this mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, 
who says that one who transgresses both of these prohibitions in a single 
lapse of awareness is liable to bring two sin offerings. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But from the fact that the mishna teaches 
in its latter clause the case of one who blasphemes, and we interpret 
this clause in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, it may be 
inferred that the first clause of the mishna is also in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva. 


The Gemara suggests: And if you would say the entire mishna is in fact 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, and with regard to the 

halakha listed in the first clause he holds in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yishmael, that is not tenable, as doesn’t Rabbi Abbahu 

say: In the case ofa male who engages in intercourse with another male, 
and a male who brings another male upon him to engage in intercourse, 
according to the statement of Rabbi Yishmael, who derives these 

prohibitions from two separate verses, from: “And you shall not lie 

with a man as with a woman” (Leviticus 18:22), and from: “There shall 

not be a sodomite of the sons of Israel” (Deuteronomy 23:18), which 

is referring to one who engages in homosexual intercourse passively, one 

who transgresses both of these prohibitions in a single lapse of awareness 

is liable to bring two sin offerings. 


Rabbi Abbahu continues: By contrast, according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva, he is liable to bring only one sin offering, as he derives 
both prohibitions from one verse: “You shall not lie [tishkhav] witha 
man,’ in the active form, as one can read the verb in this verse, written 
in the Torah without vowels, as though it stated: Enable your being lain 
with [tishakheiv], in the passive. Evidently, Rabbi Akiva disagrees with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael with regard to a male who engages in 
intercourse with another male and a male who brings another male upon 
him to engage in intercourse. 


The Gemara suggests: Rather, the first clause is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, and with regard to one who blasphemes 
he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. The Gemara 
raises a difficulty: If so, let the tanna also teach two additional cases with 
regard to bestiality: One who copulates with an animal, derived from 
the verse: “And you shall not lie with any beast” (Leviticus 18:23); and 
a man who brings an animal upon him for bestiality, derived from: 

“There shall not be a sodomite of the sons of Israel” (Deuteronomy 23:18), 
which can be interpreted as applying to all forms of male anal intercourse, 
including with animals. 


The Gemara answers: Didn't Abaye say: With regard to one who copu- 
lates with an animal, and who brings an animal upon him to engage 

in bestiality, even according to the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael he is 

liable to bring only one sin offering, as when the verse: “There shall not 
be a sodomite,” is written, it is written with regard to men, i.e., the term 

sodomite does not include one who engages in bestiality. In conclusion, 
according to Rabbi Yohanan, the mishna is listing prohibitions trans- 
gressed by men, and therefore one should remove from the tally the case 

of a woman who brings an animal upon her to engage in bestiality, and 

add the case of a man who brings another male upon him to engage in 

intercourse, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael. 
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The Gemara cites another interpretation: Rabbi Elazar said in the name 
of Rav: The mishna is listing prohibitions transgressed by men and not 
women, but one should not remove from the tally the case of a woman 
who brings an animal upon her to engage in bestiality. The reason is that 
the tanna of the mishna teaches thirty-three prohibitions for which a 
man brings sin offerings, and he teaches another three instances of karet 
in order to complete the list of transgressions for which one is liable to be 
punished with karet. Those three do not meet the same criteria as the 
other thirty-three, and the case of a woman who brings an animal upon 
her to engage in bestiality is one of those three. 


What supports this interpretation? As the mishna teaches in the latter 
clause: And one is liable to receive karet for failure to fulfill the mitzva of 
bringing the Paschal offering and the mitzva of circumcision, which 
unlike the cases of prohibitions enumerated in the mishna, are positive 
mitzvot. Why does the tanna teach the cases of the Paschal offering and 
circumcision? 


And if you say the mishna mentions these positive mitzvot to teach that 
one brings an offering for unwittingly failing to perform them, does one 
in fact bring an offering in such a case? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: The 
entire Torah is juxtaposed to idolatry, as it is written: “You shall have 
one law [torah] for him that does unwittingly. But the soul that does 
with a high hand, whether he be home-born or a stranger, he blasphemes 
the Lord; and that soul shall be cut off from among his people” (Numbers 
15:29-30). 


The phrase “But the soul that does with a high hand, whether he be home- 
born or a stranger, he blasphemes the Lord” is referring to one who 
engages in idol worship, and it is derived from here: Just as idol worship 
is a situation in which the Torah says to a person: Sit and refrain from 
action, and one who transgresses this prohibition unwittingly must bring 
a sin offering, so too, with regard to every transgression in which the 
Torah says that one must sit and refrain from action, one is liable to bring 
asin offering for performing the act. Accordingly, one is not liable to bring 
an offering for the unwitting failure to perform a positive mitzva, such as 
bringing the Paschal offering or circumcision. 


The Gemara concludes its statement: Rather, isn’t it correct to conclude 
from the mishna that the tanna of the mishna taught thirty-three prohibi- 
tions for which a man brings sin offerings, which apply to one who acts 
unwittingly, and he taught another three instances of karet in order to 
complete the list of transgressions for which one is liable to be punished 
with karet? These three instances are a woman who brings an animal upon 
her to engage in bestiality, one who fails to bring the Paschal offering, and 
one who fails to perform circumcision. The Gemara affirms: Conclude 
from the mishna that this is the case. 


§ The mishna’s list of prohibitions for whose unwitting violation one must 
bring a sin offering includes one who desecrates Shabbat. The Sages 
express their surprise at this ruling and say: The primary labors of Shabbat 
are forty-less-one, and one is liable to bring a sin offering for each primary 
labor he violates. That alone totals more than the thirty-six cases men- 
tioned in the mishna. Rabbi Yohanan said: The tanna taught a case where 
his action was unwitting with regard to Shabbat," i.e., he was unaware it 
was Shabbat, and his action was intentional with regard to the prohibited 
labors, in that he was aware that the acts he performed were labors that 
are prohibited on Shabbat. In that case, the halakha is that he is liable to 
bring only one sin offering, as he committed only a single error. 


HALAKHA 


Unwitting with regard to Shabbat, etc. — 13) Naw naw: One who 
forgets the essence of Shabbat, i.e., he forgot that the Jewish people 
were commanded to observe this day; or if he was never aware of 
this mitzva, e.g., he was captured by gentiles as a child, brings one 
sin offering for all the sins he committed as a result of that lapse, 
even if he violated many primary labors on many Shabbatot, as it is 
all one error. One who is aware of the mitzva of Shabbat but forgot 
which day it was and performed many prohibited labors on multiple 


Shabbatot is liable to bring one sin offering for each Shabbat. With 
regard to one who was aware that the day was Shabbat and he 
unwittingly performed prohibited labors, either because he did not 
know those labors are prohibited on Shabbat, or he knew that they 
are prohibited but did not know that one is liable to receive karet 
for performing them, he is liable to bring a sin offering for each 
primary category of labor that he performed, as stated in the mishna 
on Shabbat 67b (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:2-3). 
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HALAKHA 


Unwitting with regard to idol worship, etc. - maxw 
^D) TT aTa: One who performs the prohibited 
rites of idol worship, e.g., he bowed, poured a liba- 
ion, burned incense, and slaughtered in one lapse 
of awareness, is liable to bring a separate sin offering 
or each act. This applies only if he acted intentionally 
with regard to the prohibition against idol worship 
but he did not know these rites are prohibited. If his 
ransgression was intentional with regard to the rites 
and unwitting with regard to the idol worship, e.g., 
he was aware these rites are prohibited in the case of 
idol worship but he did not know the image was an 
idol because he thought that only images of gold or 
silver are called idols, he is liable to bring only one sin 
offering. The halakha is in accordance with Rav Pappa’s 
explanation on 3b (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 7:1). 
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As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “Speak to the children 
of Israel, saying: A soul that sins in error, from all the command- 
ments of God that may not be performed, and performs from one 
of them [meahat mehena]” (Leviticus 4:2). The expression “me‘ahat 
mehena” is interpreted in several ways. One of them is: There is 
an instance of “them [hena],’ i.e., many unwitting transgressions, 
which is like “one [ahat], a single unwitting transgression, in that 
one is liable to bring only one sin offering. How so? When one 
performed many labors where his action was unwitting with 
regard to Shabbat but his action was intentional with regard to 
the prohibited labors, he brings only one sin offering. That is the 
case referred to in the mishna. 


The Gemara challenges: But let the tanna teach a case where his 
action was intentional with regard to Shabbat, i.e., he knew it was 
Shabbat, but his action was unwitting with regard to the prohib- 
ited labors, as he was unaware they were prohibited. In that case, 
the halakha is that he is liable to bring forty-less-one sin offerings, 
one for each primary category of labor. 


The Gemara elaborates that this is as it is taught in a baraita: The 
verse states: “And performs from one of them.” This teaches that 
there are times when one is liable to bring one sin offering for all 
of his transgressions, and there are times when one is liable to 
bring a sin offering for each and every transgression. And it is 
further taught in a baraita: There is “one [ahat]; i.e., the transgres- 
sion of one prohibition, which is like “them [hena]; i.e., many 
unwitting transgressions, in that one is liable to bring multiple sin 
offerings. How so? When one performs many labors where his 
action was intentional with regard to Shabbat but his action was 
unwitting with regard to the prohibited labors, he brings multiple 
sin offerings. 


The Gemara answers: The tanna prefers to state the case of one 
who performed many labors where his action was unwitting with 
regard to Shabbat but it was intentional with regard to the pro- 
hibited labors, in order to emphasize that he is not exempt from 
bringing at least one sin offering, even though he performed the 
acts of labor intentionally. 


The Gemara notes: And likewise, you find that the tanna of the 
mishna taught in this manner with regard to idol worship, as he 
teaches liability to bring one sin offering, despite the fact that the 
sinner may have performed four prohibited rites: Slaughtering, 
burning incense, pouring libations, and bowing. How so? This was 
a case where, as with Shabbat, his actions were unwitting with 
regard to idol worship," as he did not know he was worshipping 
an idol, but they were intentional with regard to the prohibited 
rites, i.e., he was aware these rites are prohibited. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of performing an 
act unwittingly with regard to idol worship? If we say it is refer- 
ring to a case where he was standing in a house of idol worship 
and thought that it was a synagogue and bowed there, and it 
turned out that he bowed toward an idol, in this situation he 
commits no transgression: Since his heart was directed toward 
Heaven" it is not even an unwitting transgression. 


NOTES 


His heart was directed toward Heaven — Daw id on: The 
commentaries ask: If one does not violate the prohibition of idol 
worship when his heart is directed toward Heaven, how could the 
Sages say that if one is compelled to worship idols he must allow 
himself to be killed and not transgress that prohibition (Sanhedrin 
74a)? Why not simply perform the act of worship without the 
intention of idol worship? They explain that the Gemara here is 
referring to bowing, which is commonly performed in the service 


of God, but it does not apply to actions that are not commonly 
performed in the service of God. Furthermore, it can be said that 
one's intention is toward Heaven only if he acts of his own accord, 
but if he is commanded to act by others and their intent is for him 
to commit an idolatrous act, he too is assumed to be worshipping 
idols unless he explicitly states that his intent is for the sake of 
Heaven (Arukh LaNer). 
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Rather, one might say it is referring to a case where he saw a statue 
[andarta]' in the image of the king and bowed to it. Again, what 
are the circumstances of this case? If the baraita is referring to a situ- 
ation where he bowed because he accepted that image upon him- 
selfas a god, he engaged in idol worship intentionally and therefore 
he is subject to death by stoning," and he is not required to bring 
a sin offering. And if he did not accept that image upon himself 
as a god and bowed merely in deference to the monarch, it is a 
meaningless act, not idol worship at all. 


Rather, it is referring to a case where one bowed out of love for 
someone who requested that he bow before the statue, or out of 
fear" of someone demanding of him to do so. He was under the 
impression that unless he wholeheartedly has the intention to wor- 
ship the idol there is no prohibition involved. This is an unwitting 
transgression. 


The Gemara comments: This works out well according to Abaye, 
who says: One who bows to an idol out of love or fear is liable to 
bring a sin offering. But according to Rava, who says: One who 
bows to an idol out of love or fear is exempt from bringing a sin 
offering, what can be said? What are the circumstances of an 
unwitting transgression with regard to idol worship? 


LANGUAGE 


Statue [andarta] - KYTIN: From the Greek avdpidc, andrias, 


meaning an image of a person or statue. 


Statues of the emperors were found in many places through- 
out imperial Rome, and their religious statuses varied. The 
Romans’ long-standing custom of deifying their dead emperors 
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was not universal; moreover, there was a tendency in the Roman 
provinces to consider the statue of the living emperor an object 
of worship as well. Consequently, there is room to distinguish 
between different worshippers based on whether they bowed 
as a rite of worship or merely as an expression of respect. 


Rather, it is referring to a case where one says to himself that this 
is permitted. He is under the impression that idol worship is permit- 
ted, and his unwitting act was the result of ignorance, not forgetful- 
ness. As, Rava raised a dilemma before Rav Nahman with regard 
to Shabbat only so it could be determined whether to deem one 
who is unaware of both the essence of Shabbat and the specific 
prohibited labors liable to bring one sin offering, or whether 
to deem him liable to bring two sin offerings. But as for the possibil- 
ity to exempt him completely, he did not raise such a dilemma 
before him. 


Rav Pappa says: You find an act performed unwittingly with regard 
to idol worship in the case of a child who was taken captive among 
the gentiles" and never taught about the Torah, as he knows that 
idol worship in general is prohibited, but with regard to these 
particular objects of idol worship that he is worshipping, he does 
not know that they are prohibited. 


And if you wish, say instead: You may even say this ruling is stated 
with regard to an adult, i.e., one who was not captured by gentiles 
as a child, and it is speaking of a case where he erred with regard 
to this verse: “You shall not make with Me gods of silver and gods 
of gold, you shall not make for yourselves” (Exodus 20:20). This 
person thinks that when bowing to an idol is prohibited it applies 
only to an object of idol worship fashioned of silver or gold; but 
with regard to objects fashioned of other substances, such as wood 
or stone, it is permitted. And that is a case of an action that is 
unwitting with regard to idol worship but intentional with regard 
to the prohibited rites. 


HALAKHA 


He is subject to death by stoning - x17 abpp 73: One 
who accepts an object of idol worship as a god is liable 
to be punished with stoning. Even if he lifted a brick and 
said to it: You are my god, or any similar action, he is liable, 
as stated in the mishna on Sanhedrin 53a (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadaa, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 3:4). 


Out of love or out of fear - mxwai TATNA: With regard 
o one who worships idols out of love or fear, if he accepts 
he idol as a god he is liable to be punished with stoning. 
f he merely worshipped it without accepting it as a god, 
he is exempt. The early commentaries disagree as to the 
meaning of the phrase: Out of love or out of fear. Some 
explain it as referring to the love or fear of a person (Rashi; 
Ra'avad; Haggahot Maimoniyyot; Rambam, according to 
he Rivash). Others understand it to mean the love and 
ear of this idol, due to its beauty or out of superstitious 
beliefs (Rambam, according to Kesef Mishne). The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rava, that one is liable 
only if he accepted it as a god (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Avoda Zara 3:6). 


HALAKHA 


In the case of a child who was taken captive among the 
gentiles - Dian pad Maw pina: With regard to a child 
taken captive among the gentiles, who grew up with no 
knowledge of the Jewish people and their religion, and 
subsequently performed a prohibited labor on Shabbat 
or ate forbidden fat or blood, when he discovers that he 
sinned he must bring a sin offering for each category of 
prohibition he violated. The halakha is in accordance with 
the conclusion of the Gemara on Shabbat 68b (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:6, and see Kesef Mishne 
there). 
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HALAKHA 

One who offers up, etc. — ^d) aban: The Rambam 
includes in his list of those who are liable to bring a sin 
offering one who sacrifices limbs outside the Temple 
courtyard, without differentiating between the limbs of 
an offering slaughtered outside the Temple and those of 
an animal slaughtered inside. The commentaries infer from 
here that if he performed both actions in a single lapse 
of awareness he brings only one sin offering (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 1:4 and Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 18:18, and see Lehem Mishne and 
Mishne LaMelekh there; see Likkutei Halakhot). 


LANGUAGE 
Their places [beinekheihon] — }i»a»a: A better reading 
of this word is bunekheihon. The word derives from the 
Middle Iranian bunak, a base, which in this context refers 
to the main place for these halakhot. 
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Rav Aha, son of Rav Ika, said a different interpretation of the 

mishna in the name of Rav Beivai: The tanna teaches the general 
category of Shabbat and the general category of idol worship, 
without mentioning the details of how many sin offerings one 

would be liable to bring for transgressing each prohibition. The 

Gemara asks: From where can one infer this is the case? From the 

fact that the mishna teaches: One who engages in intercourse 

with a woman and her daughter, or with a married woman. But 
there is the case of one’s daughter from the woman he raped, 
which the mishna does not teach. The case of a daughter from the 

woman one raped is included in the category of intercourse with a 

woman and her daughter, yet it is not taught explicitly. Evidently, it 
is included in the general category of intercourse with a woman and 

her daughter. 


‘The Sages say in response to this inference: The tanna of the mishna 
teaches those prohibitions that are written explicitly in the Torah; 
he does not teach those prohibitions that are not written explicitly 
but are derived from the verses. That is the reason he does not teach 
the case ofintercourse with a daughter from the woman one raped; 
it is not because he is teaching only general categories. 


The Gemara challenges this explanation: But there is the case of 
one’s wife’s daughter, and the daughter of her daughter, and the 

daughter of her son, which are written explicitly, and yet the tanna 

does not teach them. Rather, you must say that he teaches the 

general category of intercourse with a woman and her daughter, 
which includes those cases. So too, he teaches the general category 
of Shabbat and the general category of idol worship. 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Ika, raises a contradiction between one 
statement of Rav Beivai bar Abaye and another statement of his: 
Did Rav Beivai bar Abaye actually say this, that the tanna teaches 
the general category of Shabbat and teaches the general category 
of idol worship? But wasn’t it stated: One who offers up" the 
limbs of an offering slaughtered inside the Temple outside the 
Temple, i.e., he slaughtered the animal within the Sanctuary in 
accordance with halakha but sacrificed its limbs on an altar outside 
the Temple, he is liable to bring a sin offering if he did so unwit- 
tingly. Likewise, if he sacrifices limbs of an offering slaughtered 
outside the Temple outside the Temple, he is liable. 


And Rav Beivai bar Abaye raised a difficulty: If so, consider that 
which we learned in the mishna: There are thirty-six cases in the 

Torah with regard to which one who performs the action intention- 
ally is liable to receive karet. They are actually thirty-seven, as 

there is the case of one who offers up the limbs of an offering 
slaughtered inside the Temple outside the Temple, and one who 

offers up limbs of an offering slaughtered outside the Temple out- 
side the Temple. Rav Aha, son of Rav Ika, explains the contradic- 
tion: If Rav Beivai bar Abaye maintains that the tanna of the mishna 

does not tally all the relevant prohibitions but states general catego- 
ries, what is difficult to him? Let him answer that he teaches the 

category of offering up in the clause: One who slaughters offerings 

and who sacrifices them outside the Temple. The tanna would not 
then need to list these individual transgressions. 


The Gemara responds: Are these cases comparable? In the cases 

of Shabbat and idol worship the tanna taught their details in 

their places [abeinekheihon],' on Shabbat 73a and Sanhedrin 6ob, 
respectively. Consequently, with regard to karet, where it is neces- 
sary to mention them as part of a list of prohibitions that are pun- 
ishable by karet, Rav Beivai bar Abaye answers that the tanna 

teaches the category of Shabbat and teaches the category of idol 

worship, but he did not need to specify the details in this manner. 
By contrast, with regard to bringing up an offering, does the tanna 

teach them in their place, so that Rav Beivai bar Abaye can answer 
in this manner? 
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§ It was stated earlier that Rabbi Elazar says that Rabbi Oshaya says: 
Anywhere you find two different prohibitions but only one punish- 
ment of karet is stated for both of them you should divide the sin 
offering between them, i.e., if one transgressed both prohibitions 
unwittingly he is liable to bring a sin offering for each. In a similar 
vein, Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma before Rabbi Zeira: If there 
are two punishments of karet and only one prohibition written 
with regard to a certain act, what is the halakha? Is one liable to 
bring a separate sin offering for each act? Rabbi Zeira said to him: 
Are you saying this in reference to one who slaughters offerings 
outside the Temple and one who offered up the limbs of offerings 
outside the Temple?" These do not match your description, as these 
are two separate prohibitions. 


Rabbi Zeira elaborates: If one considers the matter according to 
the one who derives the prohibition from a verbal analogy, it is as 
though both prohibitions are written explicitly. As it is stated here 
an expression of bringing: “Or who slaughters it outside the camp, 
and to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting he did not bring it” 
(Leviticus 17:3-4), and it is stated there an expression of bringing: 

“Who sacrifices a burnt offering or sacrifice, and to the entrance of 
the Tent of Meeting he did not bring it” (Leviticus 17:8-9). 


Since there is a verbal analogy linking slaughtering an offering out- 
side the Temple to sacrificing one outside the Temple, it follows that 
just as there, with regard to sacrificing, the Torah did not prescribe 
punishment unless it explicitly prohibited the act, as it is written: 

“Take heed to yourself, lest you sacrifice your burnt offerings in every 
place that you see” (Deuteronomy 12:13), so too here, with regard 
to slaughtering, the Torah did not prescribe punishment unless it 
explicitly prohibited the act as a separate prohibition. 


If one considers the matter according to the one who derives the 
prohibition from a juxtaposition, it is also as though both prohibi- 
tions are written explicitly. The juxtaposition is that the verse states: 
“There you shall sacrifice your burnt offerings and there you shall 
do all that I command you” (Deuteronomy 12:14). Here the verse 
juxtaposes slaughtering, in the phrase: “And there you shall do,” to 
offering up. This teaches that just as there, with regard to offering 
up, the Torah did not prescribe punishment unless it explicitly 
prohibited the act, so too here, with regard to slaughtering, the 
Torah did not prescribe punishment unless it explicitly prohibited 
the act. Whether one derives the prohibition by verbal analogy or 
juxtaposition, it is considered as though the Torah explicitly wrote 
a prohibition with regard to slaughtering, and therefore this would 
not meet the criteria of Rabbi Yirmeya’s dilemma. 


Rabbi Zeira continues to address Rabbi Yirmeya: Perhaps you are 
stating your dilemma with regard to two prohibitions punishable 
by the death penalty and only one prohibition is written with 
regard to them, and your dilemma is whether one brings two sin 
offerings if one transgressed both unwittingly, despite the fact that 
only one prohibition is written with regard to both acts. What is 
such a circumstance? This applies in the case of a necromancer, 
who raises up the spirit of the dead, and a sorcerer, who places a 
certain bone in his mouth for it to speak of its own accord (see 
Leviticus 20:6, 27). 


Rabbi Zeira further said to Rabbi Yirmeya: This should not be a 
dilemma, as this matter is a dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and 
Reish Lakish. As the Sages taught a baraita, where they list those 
liable to be executed by stoning, in tractate Sanhedrin (53a): A 
necromancer and a sorcerer," and the following presents a diffi- 
culty to us: And what is different with regard to stonings that the 
tanna teaches the case of a sorcerer, but the tanna does not teach 
the case of a sorcerer with regard to the list of transgressions pun- 
ishable by karet, thereby indicating that one is liable to bring only 
a single sin offering for both transgressions? 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters outside the Temple and one 
who offered up outside the Temple — mym oniw: 
One who slaughters offerings and sacrificed them 
outside the Temple is liable to bring two sin offerings, 
one for the slaughter and one for the sacrifice. This is 
the halakha whether the slaughter occurred inside or 
outside the Temple. Furthermore, this applies even if 
he performed both acts in a single lapse of awareness 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 18:5, 
and see Radbaz there). 


A necromancer and a sorcerer — 4771 air bya: One 
who intentionally performs the act of a necromancer 
or a sorcerer is liable to be punished with karet. If there 
were witnesses there and he was forewarned he is exe- 
cuted by stoning. If he sinned unwittingly he is liable 
to bring a fixed sin offering. The act of a necromancer 
is as follows: He stands and burns specific spices while 
holding and waving a myrtle staff, and recites various 
standard incantations, until the one who appealed to 
the necromancer imagines someone is speaking to 
him and answering his questions in a very low voice 
coming from the ground. A necromancer is also one 
who takes a dead skull and burns incense to it and 
recites incantations until a very low voice is apparently 
heard coming from beneath his underarm. 

The rite of a sorcerer is as follows: He places the 
bone of a bird called yadua in his mouth and burns 
incense and performs various actions until he falls 
down as though by compulsion, and he speaks of 
future matters. In his list of those liable to bring sin 
offerings, the Rambam mentions a necromancer sepa- 
rately and a sorcerer separately, when he performs an 
action. The commentaries explain that the Rambam 
rules in accordance with the opinion of Reish Lakish, 
who omits the sorcerer from the mishna’s list because 
sorcery typically does not include an action; see 7a 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 6:1-2 and 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 1:4, and see Mishne 
LaMelekh there). 
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NOTES 

Since it does not involve an action — 13 7%) Soin 
mwy: The prohibition concerning a sorcerer, yidoni, 
involves the placement of a specific bone called yadua 
in one’s mouth for it to speak of its own accord (Sanhe- 
drin 65b). The reason this is not considered to involve 
an action is because the bone speaks only after the 
action of placing it in the mouth has been completed 
(Rashi on Sanhedrin 65a). The Rambam indicates that 
although the transgression of a sorcerer can involve an 
action, it is omitted from the list in the mishna because 
it does not necessarily involve an action, or because it 
typically does not include an action. By contrast, the 
prohibition with regard to a necromancer generally 
does involve an action (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hil- 
khot Avoda Zara 6:1, and see Lehem Mishne there, and 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 1:4). 


A division of a prohibition is a division that leads to 
separate sin offerings, etc. - apbn nn wot apn 
"131: The difference is that while one can receive multi- 
ple sets of lashes, one cannot receive the death penalty 
more than once (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


HALAKHA 

A matter that involves an action, etc. — 1a ww 737 
"31 MBI: One who unwittingly accepts an object of 
idol worship as a god is not liable to bring a sin offering, 
as he did not perform an action. If he worshipped it 
through one of the four basic acts of worship, i.e., bow- 
ing, sacrificing, burning incense, or pouring a libation, 
or by one of the particular acts of worship pertaining 
to that idol, and he was unaware that he was worship- 
ping it, he is liable to bring a sin offering, as stated in 
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 
1:2, 71 and Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 3:3). 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: The tanna in tractate Karetot does not count 
the case of the sorcerer on its own since both the sorcerer and the 
necromancer were stated in one prohibition: “Do not turn to the 
necromancers and the sorcerers” (Leviticus 19:31); therefore, there 
is no separate obligation to bring an offering for each of them. The 
Gemara clarifies: And let the tanna say the case of a sorcerer and 
let him not say the case of a necromancer, rather than the reverse. 
The Gemara explains: The tanna maintains that since the verse 
opened with the case of a necromancer, it is proper to list that 
transgression and omit the case of a sorcerer. 


And Reish Lakish says: The case of the sorcerer is not included 
in the list of transgressions punishable by karet since it does not 
involve an action," but only speech, through the use of a bone, and 
one does not bring a sin offering for a prohibition that does not 
involve an action. The Gemara asks: And as for Reish Lakish, what 
is the reason he does not state an explanation in accordance with 
the explanation of Rabbi Yohanan? 


Rav Pappa said: Reish Lakish disagrees with the explanation of 
Rabbi Yohanan because the cases of a necromancer and a sorcerer 
are divided in the verse with regard to the issue of the death penalty, 
i.e, one is liable to receive the death penalty for transgressing either 
prohibition, as it is stated: “And a man also or a woman, who are a 
necromancer or a sorcerer shall be put to death” (Leviticus 20:27). 
Consequently, one would be liable to bring a separate sin offering 
for the unwitting transgression of either prohibition were it not for 
the fact that sorcery does not involve an action. And Rabbi Yohanan 
could say to you that a division of a prohibition is considered a 
division that leads to separate sin offerings," whereas a division of 
separate death penalties is not considered a division in this regard. 


The Gemara further asks: And as for Rabbi Yohanan, what is the 
reason he does not state an explanation in accordance with the 
explanation of Reish Lakish, who says the prohibition with regard 
to a sorcerer is not counted because it does not involve an action? 
The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan maintains: Who is the tanna 
who taught the list of those liable to receive karet? It is Rabbi Akiva, 
who says: An action is not required for one to be liable to bring a 
sin offering. 


The Gemara asks: And as for Reish Lakish, how does he respond 
to this claim? He could say that although Rabbi Akiva does not 
require a significant action for one to be liable to bring a sin offer- 
ing, nevertheless he does require a minor action. The transgression 
of a sorcerer involves no action, as the voice emerges of its own 
accord, and therefore even Rabbi Akiva would not hold one 
liable to bring a sin offering for the unwitting violation of this 
prohibition. 


The Gemara asks: In the case of a necromancer, what action is 
there in this transgression? The Gemara answers: The striking of 
his arms against each other to raise the spirit of the dead is consid- 
ered an action. The Gemara further asks: In the case of one who 
blasphemes, who merely speaks, what action is there in this trans- 
gression? Since Rabbi Akiva holds that an unwitting blasphemer is 
liable to bring a sin offering, this apparently indicates that no action 
at all is necessary. The Gemara answers: The twisting of his lips 
while he speaks is considered an action. 


The Gemara comments: It enters our mind that the striking of the 

necromancer’s arms against each other is considered a minor action 

even according to the opinion of the Rabbis, and they would deem 

him liable. The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: With 

regard to idol worship, one is liable to be punished only for a 

matter that involves an action," for example where one slaugh- 
tered an offering, or burned incense, or poured a libation, or 

bowed. And the following matter poses a difficulty to us: Bowing 

does not involve an action. 
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And Reish Lakish said: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
baraita? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who 
says: An action is not required for one to be liable to bring a sin 
offering for transgressing a prohibition. And Rabbi Yohanan said: 
You may even say that the baraita is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, as the bending of his height when he bows is con- 
sidered an action. One can conclude from here by inference that 
Reish Lakish maintains that according to the opinion of the Rab- 
bis, the bending of his height is not considered an action. If so, 
can it be said that the striking of his arms against each other, which 
is less of a movement than bending one’s height, is considered 
an action? 


But rather, you must explain that when Reish Lakish says the 
striking of his arms against each other is considered a minor 
action, he is speaking only in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva; but according to the opinion of the Rabbis it is not 
considered an action. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, that the Rabbis hold that the 
necromancer does not perform an action, why does the mishna 
teach that the Rabbis say: The list in the mishna is excluding one 
who blasphemes, as he does not perform an action, but rather he 
sins with speech. Let it teach instead: The list in the mishna is 
excluding one who blasphemes and a necromancer. The Gemara 
answers: The tanna teaches one of two examples that the Rabbis 
could have mentioned. 


The Gemara questions this explanation: But if that is so, let the 

mishna teach the statement of the Rabbis with regard to a necro- 
mancer and let it not teach the statement of the Rabbis with regard 

to one who blasphemes. The Gemara answers: It was necessary 

for the tanna to mention one who blasphemes, as it might enter 

your mind to say: Since its punishment of karet is written in the 

place where the verse discusses an offering (see Numbers 15:28- 
30), one might say that in this case the Rabbis concede to Rabbi 

Akiva that one is liable to bring a sin offering despite the fact that 

no action is involved. To counter this, the mishna specifically men- 
tions the exclusion of one who blasphemes to teach us that this is 

not the case. 


Ulla said: The reason the Rabbis did not state: Excluding one who 
blasphemes and a necromancer, is that the action of the necroman- 
cer that the mishna teaches is referring to one who burns incense 
to a demon in order to raise the dead, which is a full-fledged action. 
Rava objects to this answer from Ulla: If so, i.e., ifthe necromancer 
burns incense to a demon, this is the same as an idol worshipper, 
which is already mentioned in the mishna. Rather, Rava said: The 
mishna is referring to one who burns incense to a demon in order 
to gather it™ together with other demons, i.e., he does not burn 
incense to a demon by means ofa rite but in a manner of sorcery, to 
bring the demons to one place to then make use of them. 


NOTES 


In order to gather it - ianh nn by: Rashi explains that the indi- 
vidual in question wants the demon to help him with his sorcery. 
Others explain that he seeks to gather together many demons to 
fulfill his desires (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). According 
to these interpretations, the term hover indicates a connection, 
hibbur, and means to bring together. Others maintain that hover 


does not refer to gathering; rather, it means speech, specifically the 
incantations of witchcraft (Rambam). The Rambam further states 
that this witchcraft is of no actual consequence, and that one is 
rather liable for the speech itself, provided that it is accompanied 
by some minor action. 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 

One who burns incense to a demon in order 
to gather it - hand nya by aw wn: One who 
burns incense to a demoni in order to force it to fulfill 
his wishes is liable for committing the sin of idol 
worship. Some authorities maintain he is liable for 
transgressing the prohibition against necromancy 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 11:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 179:19, and see Beur HaGra 
there). 
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NOTES 
And even to one who gathers into one place snakes, etc. — 
^D) pwn asin tony: The purpose of this act is to incite 
these creatures to attack each other, or to remove them 
from inhabited areas due to the danger they pose (Rashi 
on Sanhedrin 65a). 
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Abaye said to Rava: If so, this is the same as a hover hever, one who 
gathers together, which is stated in the Torah as a separate prohibi- 
tion (Deuteronomy 18:11) and which is a prohibition that does not 
carry the punishment of karet. Rava said to him: It is true that such 
an individual is also a hover hever, but the Torah stated: A hover 
hever such as this, who gathers demons together, is included in the 
category of a necromancer and therefore his punishment is death 
by stoning, and transgressing this prohibition also results in karet. 
Abaye inquired: But then the case of a hover hever, which is a 
prohibition that does not entail karet, what is it? 


Rava said to Abaye: As it is taught in a baraita with regard to the 
verse: “And a hover haver” (Deuteronomy 18:11), this is referring 
to both one who uses sorcery and thereby gathers large beasts 
into one place, and also to one who gathers small beasts into one 
place, and even to one who gathers into one place snakes’ and 
scorpions;" all of these individuals are liable. With regard to this 
prohibition Abaye says: In the case of this one, who through sor- 
cery wants to gather together a hornet and a scorpion, this is 
prohibited. But if they are pursuing him" and he merely seeks to 
defend himself, it is permitted. 


The Gemara objects: According to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, 
who says the bending of one’s height is considered an action, the 
twisting of 


HALAKHA 


And even one who gathers into one place snakes and scor- 
pions - papy orm sain agy: According to the Rambam, 
the hover hever merely performs nonsensical and worthless acts 
while imagining his spells or magic are effective. For example, 
he claims that if one recites a certain formula over a snake, a 
scorpion, or a person, they will do no harm. Some hold a key or 
a stone in their hand while speaking, and all such matters are 
prohibited. One is liable to receive lashes only if he performed 
some sort of action, e.g., pointing with a finger or holding 
an object. If he merely spoke, he is punished with lashes for 
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rebelliousness. According to the Shulhan Arukh and those who 
hold that a hover hever is indeed capable of gathering various 
living animals together, he is liable only if he does so (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 11:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a179:5, and see Beur HaGra there). 


But if they are pursuing him — mna AMP Ni: If one is being 
pursued by snakes or scorpions it is permitted to gather them 
together using sorcery to prevent them from causing him harm, 
as stated by Abaye (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 179:7). 


his lips should be considered an action in the case of one who 
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blasphemes. Rava said: The case of one who blasphemes is 
different," since it is primarily in the heart. In other words, the 
transgression of blasphemy is not the actual speech but the verbal- 
izing ofa sentiment. One is not liable to bring a sin offering for such 
an action, as it is essentially a matter of the heart. But in general, 
the twisting of one’s lips is considered an action. 


NOTES 


One who blasphemes is different, etc. — 131731 "KW: Reish 
Lakish maintains that according to the opinion of the Rabbis, 
the categorization of an action in this context depends on the 
number of limbs used in its performance and its strength. By 
contrast, Rabbi Yohanan contends that the key factor is the 
essence of the transgression in question: If the sin involves 


an action, no matter how minor, this is sufficient. If the basic 
transgression does not consist of an action but of intent or sight, 
then even if in practice the limbs move this is considered merely 
an external expression of the internal state, and the transgres- 
sion is still defined as one that does not involve an action. 
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Rabbi Zeira raises an objection from that which is taught in a dif- 
ferent context. It is stated in a baraita that all who unwittingly trans- 
gress prohibitions punishable by death are liable to bring sin offer- 
ings, except for conspiring witnesses,” who are not obligated to 
bring sin offerings, as their transgression does not involve an action. 
But why is that so? It is written with regard to such witnesses: 

“At the mouth of two witnesses” (Deuteronomy 17:6). They acted 
through speech, and the twisting of their lips should be considered 
an action, as they are liable for what they actually said, not for what 
was in their hearts. Rava said: The case of conspiring witnesses is 
different, since their transgression is primarily through sight," i.e., 
the important part of their testimony is what they saw, which is not 
an action. 


§ The mishna included in its list of those liable to receive karet one 
who eats forbidden fat.” With regard to this, the Sages taught a 
baraita which deals with the verse: “You shall eat no fat of ox, or 
sheep, or goat” (Leviticus 7:23). This verse serves to render one 
liable to receive lashes for each and every one, i.e., one who eats 
the fat of an ox, anda sheep, and a goat is liable to receive three sets 
of lashes. This is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. And the Rabbis 
say he is liable to receive only one set of lashes. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that Rabbi Yishmael and the Rab- 
bis disagree about this matter, that Rabbi Yishmael maintains one 
is flogged for violating a general prohibition™ and the Rabbis 
maintain one is not flogged for violating a general prohibition. 
This is referring to the violation of a prohibition that includes several 
different actions, such as this one, which pertains to eating the fat 
of an ox, sheep, and goat. The Rabbis contend that one does not 
receive multiple sets of lashes for transgressing each element of such 
a prohibition. 


Since their transgression is primarily through sight [bir‘iyya] - 
ma WN Dyin: The early commentaries are puzzled by this 
statement, as conspiring witnesses are liars and therefore would 
not have actually seen what they claim to have witnessed. If 
so, their sin is through speech, not sight (Milhamot HaShem on 


Sanhedrin 65a). 


The geonim and most of the early commentaries have a differ- 
ent version of the text, which reads: Through ayya. Some explain 
hat this means that one is able to testify through emitting sounds 
which do not require a moving of the lips, by avoiding bilabial 
consonants. Therefore, if after one witness testifies the court asks 
he other if that is in fact what occurred, and he says: Aya, mean- include the prohibitions with regard to the Paschal offering: “You 
ing yes, he is liable for saying this. Since conspiring witnesses shall not ea 
can be held liable for making a sound without moving their lips, 
his indicates that moving the lips is not an essential part of their millstones as a pledge (Deuteronomy 24:6). With regard to these 


ransgression (Rif on Sanhedrin 65a). 


statements (Re'em Horowitz). 


A general prohibition — nibboaw wh: The definition of a general 
prohibition is not at all clear, and there are several opinions among 
the early commentaries as to the meaning of this term. There are 
apparently a few categories of prohibitions that are called general 
prohibitions, yet each is governed by different halakhot (see Meiri). 
One type is a general Torah prohibition that includes a variety of 
prohibitions from different areas of halakha, none of which are 
explicitly stated in the Torah. An example of a prohibition of this 
kind is: “You shall not eat with the blood” (Leviticus 19:26), which 


Another version of the text reads: Through im, if. That is, the 
iability of conspiring witnesses is based on the verse: “And itshall p 
be, if [im] the wicked one is deserving of lashes” (Deuteronomy p 
25:2), or: “If [im] he does not relate then he shall bear his iniquity 
(Leviticus 5:1). In other words, they are liable only because their 
account was accepted by the court, not for the speech itself 
(Rabbeinu Nissim). Likewise, some read: Bera‘aya, by proof, i.e., 
their sin is through the proof that the court accepts based on their 


NOTES 


contains several prohibitions, including the prohibition against 
eating an animal before it is dead, the prohibition against eating 
a sacrificial animal before its blood has been sprinkled on the altar, 
and the prohibition forbidding judges who have condemned a 
man to death from eating on the day of his execution. This is cer- 
tainly a general prohibition, and everyone agrees that no lashes 
are administered for the violation of any of these. Furthermore, 
some prohibitions of this kind are not even included in the list 
of mitzvot, as their details are not specified in the Torah at all. 
Another type of general prohibition is where the Torah states 
one prohibition followed by a list of details. Examples of this 


it partially roasted, nor boiled in any way in water” 
, and the stricture against taking the lower and upper 


(Exodus 12:9 


cases, some commentaries hold that one does not receive a sepa- 
rate set of lashes for violating each specific detail of the general 
ohibition, provided that no other verse renders them separate 
ohibitions (Rambam; see Sefer HaMitzvot, principle 9). 

Some claim that each detail is considered a distinct prohibition, 
and if one violated two of them at once, e.g. if he ate of a Pascha 
offering that was partially roasted or cooked, he receives only 
wo sets of lashes and does not receive a third set for the genera 
prohibition (Ramban). The claim that the verse “You shall eat no 
at of ox, or sheep, or goat” is a general prohibition, and therefore 
one is not liable separately for each animal whose forbidden fa 
he eats, presents a difficulty according to this opinion. The com- 
mentaries explain that unlike the prohibitions against eating the 
Paschal offering partially roasted or eating it cooked, which fal 
under two categories of action, here the category of forbidden 
at is the same regardless of which domesticated animal it came 
rom. In any case, even according to this opinion one is certainly 
iable to receive one set of lashes, as the verse refers to specific 
actions, unlike the case of: “You shall not eat with the blood” (see 
Shita Mekubbetzet and Beit Shmuel). 


= 


= 


” 


BACKGROUND 
Conspiring witnesses — anit Oty: The term conspir- 
ing witnesses refers specifically to witnesses who are 
proven to have perjured themselves through the arrival 
of a second pair of witnesses who testify to the first 
pair's inability to have seen what they testified about. 

There are a few ways in which a second set of wit- 
nesses can testify in an attempt to invalidate the testi- 
mony of a previous pair of witnesses. First, the two other 
witnesses can contradict the initial testimony of the 
first pair by testifying that an incident did not happen 
as described by the first pair of witnesses. In this situa- 
tion, the testimony of neither pair is accepted and the 
matter remains unresolved. Second, the second pair of 
witnesses can testify that the first set of witnesses are 
not eligible to testify about a matter, either because 
they are disqualified from bearing witness in general 
or because they are related to the subject of their testi- 
mony. Neither of these first two cases are referred to as 
conspiring witnesses. 

Third, the second pair can testify that the first pair, 
whose testimony condemned the defendant, were 
actually elsewhere and in the presence of the second 
pair of witnesses when the alleged incident transpired, 
and therefore they could not have witnessed the events 
about which they testified. In this case the first pair are 
rendered conspiring witnesses, as the testimony of the 
second pair of witnesses is accepted and the testimony 
of the first pair of witnesses is rejected. Furthermore, the 
first pair of witnesses are punished with the penalty they 
sought to inflict on the defendant through their testi- 
mony (Deuteronomy 19:16-19). If their testimony would 
have resulted in the defendant's execution, they are 
both executed. If their testimony would have resulted in 
a fine, these witnesses are themselves required to com- 
pensate their victim with the amount they sought to 
have him pay. The specifics of this halakha are analyzed 
in great detail in the first chapter of tractate Makkot. 


Forbidden fat - abn: The term helev refers to those 
animal fats whose consumption is forbidden by Torah 
law. Intentionally eating these fats from kosher domes- 
ticated animals is punishable by karet (Leviticus 7:22-25), 
while doing so unwittingly renders the transgressor 
liable to bring a sin offering. Among the signs that dif- 
ferentiate forbidden fats from permitted fats is that the 
forbidden fats lie above the meat and are not entwined 
with it. They are enclosed by a thin membrane and are 
easily peeled away from the meat. Most of the forbid- 
den fats of sacrificial animals were sacrificed on the 
altar. All fats of non-domesticated kosher animals and 
of kosher birds may be eaten. 


HALAKHA 


General prohibition - nivboaw wh: One who violates 
a general prohibition does not receive lashes. A gen- 
eral prohibition is a single prohibition that applies to 
various areas of halakha, e.g., the verse (Leviticus 19:26): 
“You shall not eat with the blood” (see Sanhedrin 63a). 
Likewise, ifthe Torah states prohibitions by the formula: 
You shall not do this action and that action, without stat- 
ing a separate prohibition for each of them, these are 
also considered general prohibitions, unless the Torah 
divided between them elsewhere or there is a tradition 
that they are separate prohibitions. With regard to the 
case at hand, the Rambam counts only one prohibition 
for eating forbidden fat, in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 
18:2-3, 19:1). 
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HALAKHA 


It is the fat of an ox or a sheep or a goat that is for- 
bidden — TION KIT W Wd) Tw abn: It is prohibited 
to consume the fat of an Ox, a sheep, and a goat. By 
contrast, the fats of non-kosher domesticated animals 
or of undomesticated animals, even if they are kosher 
(Shakh), are not prohibited as forbidden fat (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 7:1; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 64:1). 
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The Gemara answers: Actually, Rabbi Yishmael also maintains that 
one is not flogged for violating a general prohibition, but here it 
is different, as elements of the verse are superfluous. The Gemara 
explains: Let the verse write only: You shall eat no fat, and all the 
individual types of fat would be included. Why do I need the addi- 
tional terms: “Ox, or sheep, or goat”? Learn from it that the verse 
serves to separate between them and render one liable to receive a 
separate set of lashes for eating each type of forbidden fat. 


The Gemara asks: And as for the Rabbis, how do they respond to 
this reading of the verse? The Gemara answers: The Rabbis would 
say that no element of the verse is superfluous, since if it had not 
written: “Ox, or sheep, or goat,’ I would say that even the fat ofan 
undomesticated animal is included in the prohibition. For this 
reason the verse writes: “Ox, or sheep, or goat,’ to say that it is the 
fat of an ox, or a sheep, or a goat that is forbidden," but all the fats 
of an undomesticated animal are permitted. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty against this interpretation of the dis- 
pute: The Rabbis spoke well to Rabbi Yishmael, i.e., their response 
is persuasive. The Gemara suggests an alternative explanation: 
Rather, this is the reasoning of Rabbi Yishmael, as he holds: If so, 
that the verse serves to exclude the fat of only an undomesticated 
animal from the prohibition, then let it write: You shall eat no fat 
of an ox, which would be understood as a paradigm representing 
every type of domesticated animal. Why do I need the phrase: 


“Sheep or goat”? Learn from it that the verse serves to separate 


between them and render one liable to receive a separate set of lashes 
for eating each type of forbidden fat. 


And the Rabbis maintain that if the Merciful One had written only: 
You shall eat no fat of an ox, I would say: Let us derive a verbal 
analogy from the word “ox” stated here as a paradigm representing 
every type of domesticated animal [behema] and the word “ox,’ i.e., 
behema, stated with regard to a mitzva given in preparation for the 
revelation at Sinai: “Whether it be animal [behema] or man, it shall 
not live” (Exodus 19:13). 


The Gemara explains the meaning of this hypothetical verbal anal- 
ogy: Just as with regard to the command at Sinai, undomesticated 
animals and birds are subject to the same prohibition as domesti- 
cated animals despite the use of the term behema, so too, with regard 
to eating their fat, undomesticated animals and birds are subject 
to the same prohibition as domesticated animals despite the verse 
employing the example of an ox. For this reason the Merciful One 
writes: “Ox, or sheep, or goat,’ to say that these are forbidden, but 
all the fats of an undomesticated animal and birds are permitted. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty against this interpretation of the dis- 
pute: The Rabbis spoke well to Rabbi Yishmael, i.e., their response 
is persuasive. How could he say the terms in the verse are superflu- 
ous? The Gemara suggests an alternative explanation: Rather, this 
is the reasoning of Rabbi Yishmael, as he holds: Let the verse 
write: You shall eat no fat of sheep; alternatively, let it state: You 
shall eat no fat of goat. Why do I need the verse to state all three: 


“Ox, or sheep, or goat”? Learn from it that the verse serves to sepa- 


rate between them and render one liable to receive a separate set of 
lashes for eating each type of forbidden fat. 


Let us derive a verbal analogy from the word ox here and the 
word ox at Sinai - Yn iw Ww aby: The standard text of the 
Gemara is difficult, as the term ox is not written pertaining to Sinai. 
Rashi and others had a different text of the Gemara, which reads: 
Let us derive a verbal analogy from the term “ox” stated here and 


NOTES 
the term “ox” stated with regard to Shabbat, as the term “ox” is 
employed in the context of the prohibition against having one’s 
animal perform labor on Shabbat (see Deuteronomy 5:14), yet the 
prohibition includes all animals: Domesticated, undomesticated, 
and birds. 
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And the Rabbis maintain that if the Torah had written merely: You 
shall eat no fat of sheep, I would say it is only the fat of sheep that 
is forbidden, but the fat of an ox or a goat is permitted. And if you 
would say: In what way is the category of sheep stronger, i.e., more 
fitting to have its fats forbidden, than the categories of ox and goats, 
that one would think the prohibition applies only to sheep? The 
answer is that one might have thought so due to the fact that there 
is an increased obligation with regard to a sheep’s tail,® as it is 
sacrificed upon the altar, which is not the case with an ox or a goat. 


And this is as Rabbi Hanina taught: Why does the verse list the 
obligation to burn the sacrificial portions on the altar with regard 
to a firstborn ox, and the obligation to burn the sacrificial portions 
[ve eimurim ]' with regard to a firstborn sheep, and the obligation 
to burn the sacrificial portions with regard to a firstborn goat? 
As it is written: “But the firstborn of a bull, or the firstborn of a 
sheep, or the firstborn of a goat, you shall not redeem; they are 
sacred. You shall dash their blood against the altar, and shall make 
their fat smoke for an offering made by fire” (Numbers 18:17). The 

“fat” mentioned in this verse is their portions to be burned on 
the altar. 


Rabbi Hanina explains: These repetitions are necessary, as, if the 
Torah had written this obligation only with regard to a firstborn ox 
I would say that we do not derive the halakha of a sheep and a goat 
from it, as that derivation can be refuted: What is notable about 
an ox? It is notable in that an ox has an increased number of wine 
libations," more than those poured with sheep and goat offerings. 
Therefore, perhaps the additional obligation to burn the sacrificial 
portions applies only with regard to an ox. 


And likewise, if you were to suggest: Let the Merciful One write 
the obligation to burn the sacrificial portions only with regard to a 
sheep and we will derive the halakha of an ox and a goat from the 
halakha ofa sheep, that derivation can be refuted: What is notable 
about a sheep? It is notable in that there is an increased obligation 
with regard to a sheep’s tail," as explained earlier. 


And similarly, if you suggest: Let the Merciful One write the obliga- 
tion to burn the sacrificial portions only with regard to a goat, and 
we will derive the halakha of an ox and a sheep from the halakha 
of a goat, this too can be refuted: What is notable about a goat? It 
is notable in that a goat has an increased applicability with regard 
to idol worship," as one who sins unwittingly in the case of idol 
worship is liable to bring a goat asa sin offering (see Numbers 15:27), 
unlike one who transgresses other prohibitions unwittingly, for 
which they are liable to bring a sheep. 


Rabbi Hanina continues: We cannot derive these halakhot from 
the halakha of any one of the others, but let the Torah write two 
of them and we will derive the halakha of one of them from the 
halakha of the other two. Which is this animal that should not be 
written? If one suggests we will derive the obligation to burn the 
sacrificial portions of a firstborn ox from the obligation to burn 
the sacrificial portions of a sheep and a goat, this derivation has a 
refutation: What is notable about a sheep and a goat? They are 
notable in that that they have increased applicability, as they are 
suitable for the Paschal offering, whereas an ox is not suitable for 
this purpose. 


Sacrificial portions [eimurim] — 


wwa: There are various expla- 
nations of the source of the word eimurim, portions, i.e., those por- 
tions sacrificed and consumed on the altar. Based on the Gemara 
on Sukka 55b, its root is alef, mem, reish, which means: Say. If so, 
these are the portions which the verse said must be sacrificed 
on the altar (Josefot Yom Tov on Pesahim 5:10). According to this 
interpretation, some claim that the word should be pronounced 
ammurim. Alternatively, the term is based on the word mar, 


LANGUAGE 


meaning master (Arukh). If so, eimurim refers to the most important 
parts of an offering, or the master portions that are sacrificed on 
the altar. Yet others associate it with the term heemarta, as in the 
verse: “You have avouched [heemarta] the Lord this day to be your 
God" (Deuteronomy 26:17; Mishne LaMelekh). According to many 
linguists, the word eimurim comes from either the Greek word 
unpa, mēra, or unpia, méria, both of which refer to the portions 
of an offering that are burned along with their fatty parts. 


BACKGROUND 

Tail - mx: This is the long, thick, fatty ail of the strain 
of sheep that was common in Eretz Yisrael and the sur- 
rounding areas during the Temple era. The tail covered 
the entire back of the sheep to the extent that it was 
difficult to ascertain its gender, particularly in younger 
animals. The Torah writes that when a sheep is brought 
as a peace offering, the tail is one of the parts of the 
animal consumed on the altar. This applies only to 
sheep or lambs, as other animals that are sacrificed, 
e.g., goats, do not have this kind of tail. 


Fat-tailed sheep 


HALAKHA 


An ox...has an increased number of wine liba- 
tions — w393 7312 Ww: One who sacrifices an ox 
must bring a larger libation than if he sacrifices a ram, 
sheep, or goat. The libations of an ox are one-half a 
hin of wine, and three-tenths of an ephah of fine flour 
mingled with one-half a hin of oil. One who brings 
a ram includes one-third of a hin of wine, and two- 
tenths of an ephah of fine flour mingled with one-third 
of a hin of oil. Finally, in the case of a sheep or goat he 
brings one-quarter of a hin of wine, and one-tenth 
of an ephah of fine flour mingled with one-quarter 
of a hin of oil (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 2:4). 


There is an increased obligation with regard to a 
sheep's tail - mya TIW: In the case of offerings 
that are eaten by the priests or the owners, the priest 
must first sacrifice certain portions on the altar, namely 
the fats, kidneys, and diaphragm. If the offering is a 
sheep he must also sacrifice the tail in its entirety 
together with the vertebrae up to the point of the 
kidneys (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 1:18). 


A goat has an increased applicability with regard to 
idol worship - 71 aay bux TIW: Ifa court issued 
to a community an erroneous halakha involving idol 
worship and the community acted on the basis of the 
ruling, that community must bring a bull as a burnt 
offering and a goat as a sin offering (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 1:5). 
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If one suggests the verse should not write the obligation to burn the 
sacrificial portions of a sheep, and we will derive its halakha from 
the halakha of an ox and a goat, this derivation has a refutation: 
What is notable about an ox and a goat? They are notable in that 
they have increased applicability as suitable offerings to atone for 
an unwitting transgression of idol worship, as when a community 
unwittingly sins with regard to idol worship they bring an ox as a 
burnt offering and a goat asa sin offering (see Numbers 15:24), while 
an individual brings a goat but not a sheep. 


If one suggests that the verse should not write the obligation to burn 
the sacrificial portions ofa goat, and we will derive its halakha from 
the halakha of an ox and a sheep, this derivation has a refutation: 
What is notable about an ox and a sheep? They are notable in that 
each of them has an increased aspect of applicability with regard 
to the altar, as the libations for an ox are greater than those for a goat, 
and the tail of a sheep, but not that of a goat, is burned on the altar. 
Rabbi Hanina concludes: Therefore, all three cases are necessary, 
as they cannot be derived from each other. 


The Rabbis have explained why all three mentions of an ox, a sheep, 
and a goat are necessary. Consequently, the Gemara again states: 
The Rabbis spoke well to Rabbi Yishmael, i.e., their response is 
persuasive. The Gemara suggests: Rather, the reason of Rabbi 
Yishmael is actually as we said at the outset, that if so, that one 
who eats the forbidden fats of all three animals is liable to receive 
only one set of lashes, let the verse write: You shall eat no fat, and 
be silent. What did you say in response? That this fact that the 
verse writes: “Ox, or sheep, or goat,” serves to permit the fat ofan 
undomesticated animal? This is not a valid objection. 


The Gemara explains: When the verse concerning forbidden fat is 

written it is in the context of sacrificial animals, since the subse- 
quent verse concerning the prohibition against eating forbidden fat 
states: “For whoever eats the fat of the animal of which men present 
an offering of fire to the Lord, even the soul that eats it shall be cut 

off from his people” (Leviticus 7:25). The verse categorizes an ani- 
mal whose fat one may not eat as an “animal of which men present 
an offering of fire to the Lord,’ i.e., offerings. And one of the thirteen 
hermeneutical principles is: A matter is derived from its context, 
i.e., one interprets a verse according to the context in which it is 

written. Since offerings may be brought only from domesticated, not 
undomesticated, animals, the prohibition against eating forbidden 
fat applies only to such animals. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Can one conclude by inference that 
the Rabbis maintain we do not derive halakhot by employing the 
hermeneutical principle of: A matter is derived from its context? 
This cannot be correct, as it is an accepted basic principle of exegesis. 
The Gemara answers: No, everyone agrees that we do derive hala- 
khot by employing the hermeneutical principle of: A matter is 
derived from its context, and here it is about this issue that they 
disagree: Rabbi Yishmael maintains that we derive the halakhot 
of one prohibition from the halakhot of another prohibition, and 
this applies whether it is from a standard prohibition, whose trans- 
gression results in the punishment of lashes, or whether from a 
prohibition whose transgression results in the punishment of karet. 


NOTES 


Here it is about this issue that they disagree, etc. - x73 X37 
3) whe: Rashi maintains that the passage that follows, which 
explains Rabbi Yishmael's opinion, is not an authentic text of the 
Gemara, and he deletes all references to the verses and simpli- 
fies the dispute greatly. According to Rashi, the Gemara merely 
states that the dispute between Rabbi Yishmael and the Rabbis 
is whether the principle of: A matter derived from its context, 
applies only when both cases are standard prohibitions, as main- 
tained by the Rabbis; or even when one of the prohibitions entails 


karet, as claimed by Rabbi Yishmael. In other words, Rabbi Yish- 
mael derives that one receives lashes only for eating the forbidden 
fat of domesticated animals from the verse which deals with karet, 
and therefore the phrase “ox, or sheep, or goat” is superfluous 
and is the source for separate sets of lashes; whereas the Rabbis 
cannot derive the liability to receive lashes from the verse which 
discusses karet, and therefore they require the phrase “ox, or 
sheep, or goat” to restrict the prohibition and its punishment of 
lashes to transgressions involving domesticated animals. 
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Accordingly, the prohibition of: “You shall eat no fat of ox, or sheep, 

or goat,” can be derived from the prohibition of: “It shall be a 
perpetual statute throughout your generations in all your dwell- 
ings, that you shall eat neither fat nor blood” (Leviticus 3:17), 
which is written with regard to the matter of sacrificial animals. 
And there are no undomesticated animals in the category of sac- 
rificial animals. So too, with regard to the prohibition of: “You shall 
eat no fat of ox, or sheep, or goat,” when the verse writes it without 
further specification, there is no reason to be uncertain whether 
or not it is referring also to undomesticated animals. Therefore, 
the phrase “ox, or sheep, or goat” comes to separate, i.e., to render 
one liable for eating the forbidden fat of each and every one 
of them. 


All this teaches only that a separate prohibition applies to each type 

of animal. And with regard to the liability to receive lashes for eating 

each one we derive the prohibition of: “You shall eat no fat,’ and 

the prohibition of: “It shall be a perpetual statute,” from the 

example of karet stated in the verse: “For anyone who eats the fat 

of the domesticated animal, of which people present an offering 

of fire to the Lord, the soul that eats it shall be cut off from its people” 
(Leviticus 7:25). Just as that verse serves to separate and teach that 

if one unwittingly ate the fat of an ox, a goat, and a sheep he is liable 

to bring a sin offering for each one, so too, this verse serves to sepa- 
rate and teach that one is liable to receive lashes for eating the fat of 
each one. 


And the Rabbis maintain we derive the halakhot of one standard 
prohibition from the halakhot of another standard prohibition, 
but we do not derive the halakhot of a standard prohibition from 
the halakhot of a prohibition whose transgression results in the 
punishment of karet. 


The Gemara suggests: And if you wish, say instead that this is the 
reason of the Rabbis: As Rav Mari said to Rav Zevid when asked 
about a different issue: If that is so, that a sheep tail is categorized 
as fat by the verses and is included in the portions of an offering for 
which one is liable for the misuse of consecrated property, then the 
tail ofanon-sacred animal should be prohibited for consumption 
as forbidden fat. Rav Zevid said to Rav Mari: With regard to your 
claim, the verse states concerning forbidden fat: “You shall eat no 
fat of ox, or sheep, or goat” (Leviticus 7:23). This teaches that for 
the prohibition against eating forbidden fat to take effect we require 
an item that is found equally in all three types of animals, an ox, 
and a sheep, and a goat, and that is not the case here. Since an ox 
and goat do not have tails, the tail is not prohibited even in the case 
of a sheep. 


Therefore, the same applies with regard to the issue at hand: When 
the verse “ox, or sheep, or goat” comes, it comes to permit con- 
sumption of the tail ofa non-sacred animal," and one cannot learn 
from here that a separate prohibition applies to each type of forbid- 
den fat. And Rabbi Yishmael could say to you in response: If so, 
let the verse state: You shall eat no fat of ox or sheep; why do I need 
the mention of a goat? Learn from it that the verse serves to sepa- 
rate between them and render one liable to receive lashes for eating 
each type of forbidden fat. 


HALAKHA 


The tail of a non-sacred animal - pant mye: There are three 
types of forbidden fat for which one who eats it is liable to receive 
karet: The fat that is on the innards, the fat on the two kidneys, and 
the fat by the loins. It is permitted to consume the tail. The term 
“fat” stated with regard to a tail in the verse is only with regard to 


an offering, in which context this means that it is the choice part 
of the animal, as in the verse: “And you shall eat the fat of the land” 
(Genesis 45:18), since the best part is that which is given to God 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 7:5; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 64:5). 
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HALAKHA 


One category in two lapses of awareness — Ink OW 
mya nwa: If one unwittingly ate forbidden food at two 
different times, and in between was informed that he had 
transgressed, he is liable to bring a sin offering for each 
instance of consumption, as his awareness divides the 
unwitting acts (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 
6:1). 


Two categories in one lapse of awareness - ninw *nw 
nox owa: If one unwittingly ate an olive-bulk of forbid- 
den food composed of various prohibitions in a single 
lapse of awareness, he is liable to bring a sin offering for 
each prohibition he transgressed. Therefore, if a ritually 
impure individual ate an olive-bulk of forbidden fat and 
notar on Yom Kippur, he must bring four sin offerings and a 
guilt offering: One sin offering each for eating consecrated 
food while impure, for eating forbidden fat, for eating 
notar, and for eating on Yom Kippur; as well as a guilt 
offering for the unwitting misuse of consecrated property. 
See the mishna on 13b (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 6:4). 


If one ate forbidden fat of an animal carcass — abn bors 
man: If one intentionally ate forbidden fat of an animal 
carcass or an animal with a wound that will cause it to 
die within twelve months [tereifa], he is liable to receive 
two sets of lashes, one for consuming the forbidden fat 
and one for consuming the carcass or tereifa. Similarly, a 
ritually impure person who ate forbidden fat of a sacrificial 
animal receives two sets of lashes, one for consuming the 
forbidden fat and one for partaking of sacrificial food in 
a state of ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 7:2, 14:18). 
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Rabbi Hanina says: Although Rabbi Yishmael maintains that 
one who unwittingly eats the fat of an ox, a sheep, and a goat is 
liable to receive a separate set of lashes for each one, he concedes 
with regard to bringing an offering that if he ate those types of 
forbidden fat in a single lapse of awareness he brings only one 
sin offering. What is the reason? The reason is that this prohibi- 
tion is not similar to the prohibition of those with whom rela- 
tions are forbidden. As derived in the Gemara on 2b, one who 
unwittingly engages in intercourse with many women to whom 
he is forbidden is liable to bring a sin offering for each act. In that 
context the verse states a separate prohibition for each forbidden 
relative, whereas in this case there is a single prohibition that 
applies to the forbidden fat of all domesticated animals. 


§ With regard to the sin offering required of one who transgresses 
the prohibition against eating forbidden fat, the Sages taught in 
a baraita: The verse states: “Speak to the children of Israel, saying: 
A soul that sins in error, from all the commandments of God that 
may not be performed, and from one of them” (Leviticus 4:2). 
This phrase should be interpreted as though it states: And per- 
forms one, and again states: And performs them, i.e., it serves 
to render one liable to bring a sin offering for each and every 
transgression. 


The baraita continues: This teaches that if one ate forbidden 
fat and again ate forbidden fat, if it was from one category, i.e., 
the same type of forbidden fat, and he ate it in two lapses of 
awareness," that is, he was made aware of his sin after the first 
instance of consumption and then again ate unwittingly, he is 
liable to bring two sin offerings. If he ate forbidden fat from two 
categories, as the Gemara will soon explain, in one lapse of 
awareness," he is likewise liable to bring two sin offerings. 


Rami bar Hama said to Rav Hisda: Granted, one who ate forbid- 
den fat from one category in two lapses of awareness is liable to 
bring two sin offerings, as this is due to the fact that the lapses 
of awareness separate between his transgressions; each time he 
becomes aware of his transgression he is liable to bring another 
sin offering. But in a case where he ate forbidden fat from two 
categories in one lapse of awareness, why is he liable to bring 
two sin offerings? We require separate lapses of awareness and 
that is not the case here. 


Rav Hisda said to him: Here we are dealing with a case where 
he ate forbidden fat left over from an offering after the time 
allotted for its consumption [notar], as he is liable due to eating 
notar and is also liable due to eating forbidden fat. These are the 
two categories mentioned in the baraita. Rami bar Hama said to 
him: If so, that the case involves more than one prohibition, let 
him be liable due to eating sacrificial food as well, and he should 
be liable to bring a guilt offering for the unwitting misuse of 
consecrated property (see Leviticus 5:14-16). 


Rather, Rav Sheshet said: Here we are dealing with a case where 
he ate forbidden fat of sacrificial animals, and this ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who renders one 
liable to bring two sin offerings for eating forbidden fat of sacrifi- 
cial food. As it is taught in a baraita: If one ate forbidden fat of 
an animal carcass," or if he ate forbidden fat of sacrificial animals, 
he is liable to receive two sets of lashes, either for transgressing 
the prohibitions of eating forbidden fat and eating an animal 
carcass, or for both eating forbidden fat and transgressing the 
prohibition forbidding a non-priest to partake of sacrificial ani- 
mals. Rabbi Yehuda says: If one ate forbidden fat of sacrificial 
animals he is flogged with three sets of lashes, because there are 
two separate prohibitions of forbidden fat in the case of sacrificial 
animals, as the Gemara will soon explain, in addition to the pro- 
hibition forbidding a non-priest to partake of sacrificial animals. 
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The Gemara comments: They laughed at this suggestion in the 
West, i.e., Eretz Yisrael: And let us interpret this baraita as referring 
to a case where he ate the forbidden fat of an ox, and of a sheep, 
and of a goat, and explain that it is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yishmael, who says that he is flogged with three sets of 
lashes for the different types of fat, ifhe did so intentionally and was 
forewarned. 


Why does one not interpret the baraita in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yishmael? The reason is as Rabbi Hanina says: 
Although Rabbi Yishmael maintains that one who eats the fat of an 
ox, a sheep, and a goat is liable to receive a separate set of lashes for 
each one, he would concede with regard to bringing an offering 
that if he ate those types of forbidden fat in a single lapse of aware- 
ness he is liable to bring only one sin offering. Now too, the baraita 
should not be interpreted in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, as doesn’t Rabbi Eliezer say: Rabbi Yehuda would 
concede with regard to bringing an offering that if one ate forbid- 
den fat of sacrificial animals he brings only one sin offering? 


Rather, Reish Lakish said in the name of the Sage bar Ta’utni: 
What are we dealing with here, where one is liable to bring two sin 
offerings for eating forbidden fat of two categories? We are dealing 
with a case in which he ate the forbidden fat from two dishes, i.e., 
where each part was prepared in a different manner, and this is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, who says that 
dishes serve to separate" the acts of eating. One who eats forbidden 
food from two different dishes in the course of a single lapse of 
awareness is considered to have transgressed two prohibitions and 
is liable to bring a sin offering for each one. 


§ The Gemara returns to discuss the matter itself: If one ate forbid- 
den fat of an animal carcass he is flogged with two sets of lashes 
for transgressing the prohibitions of eating forbidden fat and con- 
suming an animal carcass. If he ate forbidden fat of sacrificial ani- 
mals, he is flogged with two sets of lashes, for both eating forbidden 
fat and transgressing the prohibition forbidding a non-priest to 
partake of sacrificial animals. Rabbi Yehuda says: If one ate forbid- 
den fat of sacrificial animals, he is flogged with three sets of lashes. 


Rav Sheizevi said to Rava: Granted, according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, this is the meaning of the three verses that are 
written: “It shall be a perpetual statute throughout your genera- 


tions in all your dwellings, that you shall eat neither fat nor blood” 
(Leviticus 3:17); “You shall eat no fat, of ox, or sheep, or goat” 


(Leviticus 7:23); “And no non-priest shall partake of the sacred 
food” (Leviticus 22:10), as these are three prohibitions, two for 
eating forbidden fat of sacrificial animals, as the two verses that 
mention fat are discussing sacrificial animals, and one for the pro- 
hibition forbidding a non-priest to partake of consecrated food. But 
according to the opinion of the Rabbis, what is their reasoning? 
Why is one liable to receive only two sets of lashes? 


HALAKHA 

Dishes separate - wpn paman: One who eats on 
several occasions an olive-bulk of forbidden food in 
a single lapse of awareness is liable to bring only one 
sin offering, even if they were in separate dishes. The 
halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:1, 
and see Lehem Mishne there). 
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NOTES 


But with regard to sacrificial animals, whose general 
prohibition was permitted — mint pwp abn bax 
ban: Rashi explains that the fatty tail, which is prohib- 
ited in the case ofa sheep, is permitted in the case of an 
ox and a goat. Others maintain the Gemara is referring 
to the fact that although items prohibited to non-priests 
usually may not be sacrificed upon the altar (Menahot 
6a), forbidden fats are an exception in this regard (Rosh, 
citing Shita Mekubbetzet; Rashash). 


But if so, according to Rabbi Yehuda, etc. - ra xbx 
"aT: Rashi maintains that this question and answer 
should be deleted; in fact, it is likely that the current 
version of the Gemara combines two different versions 
of the original Gemara and baraita. Some explain that 
the question is not referring to the prohibition against 
eating forbidden fat, but to the fact that blood is 
mentioned together with it (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola; Arukh LaNer). 
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The Gemara answers: The Rabbis maintain that the prohibition of: 


“It shall be a perpetual statute,” was stated with regard to sacrificial 


animals, but the prohibition of: “You shall eat no fat of ox,” was 
stated with regard to non-sacred animals. Therefore, if one ate for- 
bidden fat of sacrificial animals he is liable to receive only two sets of 
lashes. And both verses are necessary, as one could not have been 
derived from the other. 


As, had the Merciful One written the prohibition against eating 
forbidden fat only with regard to sacrificial animals I would say: It 
is only in the case of sacrificial animals, whose prohibitions are 
generally stringent, that their fat is forbidden. But with regard to 
non-sacred animals one might say their fat is not forbidden. It is 
due to that reason that the Merciful One writes: “You shall eat no 
fat of ox.” 


And by contrast, had the Merciful One written only: “You shall eat 
no fat of ox,” I would say: It is only the fat of non-sacred animals 
that is forbidden, since there are no circumstances in which its 
general prohibition was permitted, i.e., those fats of domesticated 
animals are always forbidden. But with regard to sacrificial animals, 
whose general prohibition was permitted" in certain circumstances, 
i.e., with regard to the rest of its meat after the blood has been sprin- 
kled, I would say that from the fact that their meat was permitted, 
their fat was permitted as well. Therefore, both verses are necessary, 
in order to teach that the prohibition against eating forbidden fat 
applies equally to sacrificial animals and non-sacred animals. 


And Rabbi Yehuda maintains that when it is written: “You shall eat 
no fat of ox,” it is also written with regard to the matter of sacrificial 
animals, as it is stated after the prohibition against eating forbidden 
fat: “For whoever eats the fat of the animal, of which men present an 
offering of fire to the Lord, even the soul that eats it shall be cut off 
from his people” (Leviticus 7:25), and this is derived by employing 
the hermeneutical principle: A matter is derived from its context. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But can one conclude from here by 
inference that the Rabbis maintain we do not derive halakhot 
by employing the hermeneutical principle of: A matter is derived 
from its context? This cannot be correct, as it is an accepted, basic 
principle of exegesis. 


The Gemara answers: No; everyone agrees we do derive halakhot by 
employing the hermeneutical principle of: A matter is derived from 
its context. And it is about this issue that they disagree: Rabbi 
Yehuda maintains that we derive the halakhot of one prohibition 
from the halakhot of another prohibition, and we derive the halakhot 
of a prohibition from the punishment of karet, and therefore he 
derives that the prohibition: “You shall eat no fat of ox,” is also written 
with regard to sacrificial animals from the nearby verse concerning 
karet, which is referring to sacrificial animals. And the Rabbis main- 
tain that generally we derive the halakhot of one prohibition from 
the halakhot of another prohibition, but we do not derive the hala- 
khot of a prohibition from the punishment of karet, and one is liable 
to receive karet for eating forbidden fat of sacrificial animals. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, then according to Rabbi Yehuda," for 
what purpose does the verse: “It shall be a perpetual statute through- 
out your generations in all your dwellings, that you shall eat neither 
fat nor blood” (Leviticus 3:17), come? After all, he has already 
derived the prohibition against eating the forbidden fat of sacrificial 
animals from the verse: “You shall eat no fat of ox.” The Gemara 
answers: He requires it to juxtapose the prohibition against consum- 
ing blood to the prohibition against eating forbidden fat. As it is 
taught in a baraita: “You shall eat neither fat nor blood,” which 
teaches that just as for eating forbidden fat one is flogged with two 
sets of lashes, so too, for eating blood one is flogged with two sets 
of lashes. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And the Rabbis 
say: Only one prohibition applies to blood. 
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The Gemara asks: Why is the juxtaposition necessary according to 

Rabbi Yehuda? And what is different about forbidden fat that 

the baraita states that one who eats it is flogged with two sets of 
lashes even without needing to derive the double punishment from 

a juxtaposition? The reason must be that two verses are written 

with regard to it: “You shall eat neither fat nor blood,” and: “You 

shall eat no fat of ox or sheep.” With regard to blood as well, even 

without deriving the halakha from a juxtaposition, one who 

consumes it should be flogged with two sets of lashes, as two 

prohibitions are written with regard to it: “You shall eat neither 

fat nor blood,” and the verse: “And you shall eat no manner of 
blood, whether it is of fowl or of animal, in any of your dwellings” 
(Leviticus 7:26). 


Rather, say that the baraita states the following: The juxtaposition 
teaches that just as for eating forbidden fat one is flogged with 
three sets of lashes, two for eating forbidden fat of sacrificial ani- 
mals and one for the prohibition of a non-priest partaking of sacri- 
ficial food, from the verse: “And no non-priest shall partake of the 
sacred food” (Leviticus 22:10), so too, for eating blood one is 
flogged with three sets of lashes. 


The Gemara again asks: And what is different about forbidden fat 
that it is obvious that one who eats it is flogged with three sets of 
lashes? The reason must be that these two prohibitions are writ- 
ten with regard to it, and there is also the prohibition of a non- 
priest partaking of consecrated food, as explained earlier, which 
totals three. The same can be said with regard to blood as well: The 
two verses stated above, together with the prohibition of a non- 
priest partaking of consecrated food, likewise render one liable to 
receive three sets of lashes. If so, the juxtaposition is unnecessary. 


The Gemara answers: The juxtaposition was necessary, as it might 
enter your mind to say: Since blood is excluded from the halakha 
of ritual impurity, as one who consumes the blood of sacrificial 
animals in a state of ritual impurity has not transgressed the prohi- 
bition against consuming sacrificial food while impure, let it also 
be excluded from the prohibition of consumption as a non-priest. 
To counter this, Rabbi Yehuda teaches us that it is derived from the 
juxtaposition that one receives three sets of lashes for consuming 
the blood of sacrificial animals, including for transgressing the 
prohibition of a non-priest. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the Rabbis, who maintain that 
only one prohibition applies to the consumption of the blood 
of sacrificial animals and that one is not liable to receive lashes 
for partaking of it as a non-priest, for what purpose does this 
juxtaposition come? 


The Gemara answers that they require it for that which is taught 

in a baraita: The verse states: “You shall eat neither fat nor blood,” 
which teaches that just as forbidden fat is unique in that the fat of 
the animal is discrete from its flesh, i.e., the fat is forbidden and 

the flesh is permitted, and therefore they do not combine with 

each other, i.e., if one ate half an olive-bulk of forbidden fat and half 
an olive-bulk of permitted meat he is not liable for eating an olive- 
bulk of forbidden food, so too, the prohibition concerning blood 

does not combine with the flesh of non-kosher animals to consti- 
tute the volume of an olive-bulk in the case of an animal whose 

blood is discrete from its flesh, as the penalty of karet applies only 
to the animal’s blood, whereas its flesh is prohibited by a standard 

prohibition. 


The baraita continues: Accordingly, I will exclude from this hala- 
kha the blood of the carcasses of creeping animals, since their 
blood is not discrete from their flesh, i.e., no separate prohibition 
applies to the blood of creeping animals, and consequently their 
flesh and blood combine with each other to form the volume ofan 
olive-bulk of a creeping animal. 


NOTES 

| will exclude from this halakha the blood of the car- 
casses of creeping animals, etc. — ^3) OY W DT NYIN: 
Rashi explains: The halakha applies to non-kosher animals, 
as their flesh and blood are prohibited by separate types of 
prohibitions, since the punishment of karet applies to their 
blood but not to their flesh (see 20b). Consequently, their 
blood and flesh do not join together to reach the amount 
of an olive-bulk which renders one liable for eating a non- 
kosher animal. This reasoning does not apply to the blood 
of creeping animals. 
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The Gemara asks: But is this halakha derived from here, i.e., from 
the derivation from the verse: “You shall eat neither fat nor blood”? 
It is derived from there, from a different verse, as it is taught in a 
baraita: The verse states: “And these are they that are impure for 
you among the creeping animals” (Leviticus 11:29). This teaches 
with regard to the blood of one of the eight creeping animals 
listed in the Torah and the flesh of the creeping animal, that they 
combine with each other to constitute the minimum volume. 


The Gemara answers: If not for the juxtaposition, it might enter 

your mind to say this statement applies with regard to ritual impu- 
rity, that the blood of one of the creeping animals listed in the Torah 

and its flesh combine with each other to constitute the lentil-bulk 
measure required to impart impurity. But with regard to consump- 
tion, one might say they do not combine with each other. Therefore, 
the juxtaposition teaches us that they combine even with regard 

to consumption." 


Ravina said: Therefore, the blood of a snake and its flesh combine" 

with each other to constitute the volume of an olive-bulk. The 

Gemara asks: What is Ravina teaching us? This is exactly the deriva- 
tion from the juxtaposition. The Gemara explains: It might enter 

your mind to say that with regard to a creeping animal, whose 

blood is included with regard to ritual impurity, it is also included 

with regard to consumption; whereas a snake, whose blood is 

not included with regard to ritual impurity, as it is not one of the 

eight creeping animals that are ritually impure (see Leviticus 11:29- 
30), is not included with regard to consumption. Therefore, the 

juxtaposition teaches us that every item whose blood is not dis- 
crete from its flesh is included in the derivation that its blood and 

flesh combine with each other. 


§ Rava says: Concerning the three mentions of karet that are stated 
with regard to blood (Leviticus 7:27, 17:10, 17:14 ), about what types 
of blood do they teach? One is for the blood of non-sacred animals, 
one is for the blood of sacrificial animals, and one is for the blood 
of exudate, i.e., which exudes from the neck of the animal after the 
initial spurt of its slaughter. 


The Gemara comments: This works out well according to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda, as it is taught in a baraita: There is a prohibi- 
tion stated with regard to the blood of exudate," but one is not 
punished with karet for consuming it. This is not as severe as consum- 
ing regular blood, for which one is liable to receive karet. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: One is liable to receive karet for the blood of exudate, 
as this blood is regarded as full-fledged blood. 


The Gemara continues: But according to the opinion of the Rabbis, 
who say there is no punishment of karet for consuming blood of 
exudate, for what purpose does that third mention of karet concern- 
ing blood come? The Gemara adds: And even according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, he derives the karet that one receives for 
this blood from a different source, from the superfluous phrase: 


“Who eats any manner of blood” (Leviticus 17:10). 


The juxtaposition teaches us that they combine even with 
regard to consumption — more NOT YAW: With regard 
to the eight creeping animals listed in the Torah, which are the 
rat, the mouse, the dab lizard, the gecko, the monitor, the lizard, 
the skink, and the chameleon (see Leviticus 11:29-31), their blood 
combines with their flesh to constitute the lentil-bulk measure 
required to transmit impurity as a primary source of ritual impurity 
and to render one liable to receive lashes for its consumption. 
This is the halakha provided that the blood is joined to the flesh 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:7 and Sefer 


Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 4:7). 


HALAKHA 
The blood of a snake and its flesh combine - wo wn oF 
patexia: The blood of a snake, like all creeping animals other than 
the eight listed in the Torah, combines with its flesh to render 
one liable to receive lashes for consuming it, despite the fact that 
the carcasses of such creatures are ritually pure. The halakha is in 
accordance with the statement of Ravina (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:9 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 4:14). 


Blood of exudate - my¥iam o7: One is not liable to receive karet 
for consuming blood of exudate. One who consumes an olive-bulk 
of this blood receives lashes. The halakha is in accordance with the 
unattributed opinion in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:4). 
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As it is taught in a baraita concerning the verse: “And whatever 
man there be of the house of Israel, or of the strangers that sojourn 
among them, that eats any manner of blood, I will set My face 
against that soul that eats blood, and will cut him off from among 
his people” (Leviticus 17:10), that Rabbi Yehuda says: The verse 
could have stated in the first part of the verse: That eats blood. What 
is the meaning when the verse states there: “That eats any manner 


of blood”? 


I have derived only the punishment of karet concerning the blood 
of sacrificial animals with regard to which the soul of the animal 
leaves the body when it emerges, as atonement is achieved through 
this blood, and the next verse states: “For the life of the flesh is in 
the blood, and I have given it to you upon the altar to make atone- 
ment for your souls” (Leviticus 17:11). Rabbi Yehuda continues: 
From where do I derive that the same punishment of karet applies 
to the blood of a non-sacred animal and the blood of exudate? 
The verse states: “Any manner of blood.’ Rava’s statement, that the 
punishment of karet for consuming blood of exudate is derived 
from a different verse, does not accord with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda either. 


Rather, say that this is what Rava means: One mention of karet is 
for the blood of non-sacred animals, and one is for the blood of 
sacrificial animals, and one is for the blood of covering," i.e., the 
blood of an undomesticated animal or a bird, with regard to which 
there is a mitzva to cover their blood (see Leviticus 17:13). 


And Rava further says: Why are there five prohibitions stated with 

regard to blood (Leviticus 3:17, 7:26, 17:14; Deuteronomy 12:16- 
23)? One is for the blood of non-sacred animals, and one is for the 

blood of sacrificial animals, and one is for the blood of covering, 
and one is for the blood left in the limbs of the animal," and one 

is for the blood of exudate. 


§ Rabbi Illa says: If one ate outside Jerusalem the second tithe"? 
of grain, wine, and oil, he is flogged with three sets of lashes (see 
Deuteronomy 12:17). The Gemara raises a difficulty: But one is not 
flogged for transgressing a general prohibition. The prohibition 
concerning consuming second tithe outside Jerusalem is a general 
one, as it includes all of these categories. The Gemara explains: It is 
different here, as the verses are superfluous. 


The Gemara elaborates: Since the Merciful One writes: “And you 
shall eat before the Lord your God, in the place where He shall 
choose to cause His name to dwell there, the tithe of your grain, of 
your wine, and of your oil” (Deuteronomy 14:23), from which it is 
derived that inside the chosen place, Jerusalem, yes, one may eat 
second tithe, but outside Jerusalem, no, one may not eat second 
tithe; why do I need the Merciful One to write: “You may not eat 
within your gates the tithe of your grain, or of your wine, or of 
your oil” (Deuteronomy 12:17)? This verse serves to separate the 
prohibitions concerning tithes, to teach that one is separately liable 
to receive lashes for consuming each type of produce. 


The Gemara refutes this proof: If the halakha were derived only 
from that verse, i.e., “And you shall eat before the Lord your God,” 
I would say this statement applies only to the extent that there is a 

prohibition derived by inference from a positive mitzva, for which 

one does not receive lashes, as it has the status of a positive mitzva. 
But one might say that one does not transgress a prohibition. It is 

due to this 


Second tithe - 


nw wyn: The second tithe was one-tenth of 
the produce that remained after teruma had been given to the 
priests and the first tithe given to the Levites. The second tithe 
was separated during the first, second, fourth, and fifth years of 
the Sabbatical cycle. After the second tithe was set aside it was 
brought to Jerusalem to be consumed there by its owner. If the 


BACKGROUND 


journey to Jerusalem was too long so that it would be difficult to 
carry all the second tithe there, or if the produce became ritually 
impure, it could be redeemed for an equivalent sum of money. 
If the owner redeemed his own produce he had to add one-fifth 
of its value. This redemption money was brought to Jerusalem, 
where it could be spent only on food. 


NOTES 

The blood of covering — »18’3 07: According to Rashi this 
is referring to blood that was covered and subsequently 
uncovered, and Rava is teaching that it is not nullified 
and considered part of the ground. Others maintain that 
the reference is to the blood of undomesticated animals 
and birds, which requires covering. Since it is stated: “Only 
you shall not eat the blood; you shall pour it out upon 
the earth as water” (Deuteronomy 12:16), one might have 
thought that this prohibition does not apply to blood that 
is not poured out, but which must be covered by Torah 
law. Rava therefore teaches that this is not the case. 


The blood left in the limbs of the animal — pra 07: 
Some commentaries explain that this refers to blood 
which came from limbs cut off before the animal was 
slaughtered, i.e., a limb from a living animal (Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola). Others maintain that this is 
blood which remains inside the limbs after the slaugh- 
ter, e.g., blood in the spleen or kidneys, or blood of the 
testicles, or blood left in the heart after slaughter (see 
Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:4 
and 22a). 


HALAKHA 
If one ate outside Jerusalem the second tithe, etc. - 
nD Wyn bow: If one ate an olive-bulk of second-tithe 
grain outside the walls of Jerusalem, and drank a quarter- 
log of wine and a quarter-/og of oil, and was forewarned 
separately about each act of consumption, he receives 
three sets of lashes, as stated by Rabbi Illa (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 2:5). 
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reason that the Merciful One writes: “You may not eat” (Deuter- 
onomy 12:17), to establish the consumption of second-tithe produce 
outside Jerusalem as a prohibition. 


The Gemara challenges: But still, it is a general prohibition, as all 
three types of second tithe are included in a single command. The 
Gemara explains: If so, that one receives only one set of lashes, let 
the verse say: You may not eat them within your gates, as a previous 
verse already stated “your tithes” (Deuteronomy 12:11). Why do I 
need the verse to specify: “The tithe of your grain, of your wine, 
and of your oil”? This serves to designate a prohibition and the 
punishment of lashes for the consumption of each and every type 
of produce. 


§ Rabbi Yitzhak says: One who eats bread, parched grain, and 
fresh stalks" before the omer offering has been sacrificed is flogged 
with three sets of lashes, as it states: “And you shall eat neither bread, 
nor parched grain, nor fresh stalks until this day itself, until you 
have brought the offering of your God; it is a statute forever through- 
out your generations in all your dwellings” (Leviticus 23:14). The 
Gemara raises a difficulty: But one is not flogged for transgressing 
a general prohibition. The Gemara answers: It is different here, as 
the verses are superfluous; the verse did not need to specify these 
three types of grain products. 


The Gemara tries to ascertain which terms are superfluous. Let the 
verse say “bread,” and we will derive the halakha of parched grain 
and fresh stalks from that of bread. The Gemara questions this 
suggestion: This derivation can be refuted: What is unique about 
bread? It is unique in that it has an increased obligation with regard 
to halla, which is separated only from the dough of bread, not from 
parched grain and fresh stalks not made into dough. 


The Gemara further suggests: Let the verse write only “parched 
grain,’ and let it not write bread or fresh stalks, and we will derive 
the halakha of bread and fresh stalks from that of parched grain. The 
Gemara responds: The halakha of bread cannot be derived from 
that of parched grain due to the fact that parched grain is in its 
unadulterated form, whereas bread is not in its unadulterated 
form, i.e., it has been fully processed, and therefore it can be main- 
tained that only produce that has not been changed is prohibited 
before the omer. Likewise, the halakha of fresh stalks cannot be 
derived from that of parched grain due to the fact that parched 
grain has an increased obligation with regard to meal offerings, as 
the omer meal offering is of parched grain, whereas fresh stalks do 
not have an increased obligation with regard to meal offerings. 


The Gemara further suggests: Let the verse write only “fresh stalks,” 
and we will derive the halakha of bread and parched grain from 
that of fresh stalks. The Gemara responds: This derivation can be 
refuted: Whatis unique about fresh stalks? They are unique in that 
they have not changed from their original state at all. The Gemara 
states: Clearly, the halakha of two of these types cannot be derived 
from the halakha of any one of the others. But let us derive the 
halakha of one of them from the halakha of the other two. 


One who eats bread, parched grain, and fresh stalks, etc. —bpina 
3) bon) p ond: One who eats an olive-bulk of bread from the 
new produce before the omer offering has been sacrificed, and an 
olive-bulk of parched grain, and an olive-bulk of fresh stalks, and was 
forewarned separately with regard to each, is liable to receive three 
sets of lashes. Although the prohibition: “And you shall eat neither 


HALAKHA 


have brought the offering of your God" (Leviticus 23:14), is a general 
prohibition, there is a tradition that each of these items is considered 
a separate prohibition with regard to the liability to receive lashes, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 10:3, and see Radbaz there, and 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 18:3). 


bread, nor parched grain, nor fresh stalks until this day itself, until you 
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The Gemara elaborates: Let the verse not write bread, and let us 
derive its halakha from that of parched grain and fresh stalks. The 
Gemara responds: This derivation can be refuted: What is unique 
about parched grain and fresh stalks? They are unique in that rela- 
tive to bread, which has been fully processed, they are in their 
unadulterated form. The Gemara suggests: Let the verse not write 
fresh stalks, and let us derive its halakha from the halakha of bread 
and parched grain. The Gemara responds: This derivation can be 
refuted: What is unique about bread and parched grain? They are 
unique in that they have an increased obligation with regard to 
meal offerings. 


The Gemara explains that Rabbi Yitzhak could say to you: Let the 
verse not write parched grain, and let us derive its halakha from 
the halakha of bread and fresh stalks. What would you say to 
refute this? If you refute it by saying: What is unique about bread? 
It is unique in that it has an increased obligation with regard to 
halla, the example of fresh stalks will prove that this is not a deci- 
sive factor, as the obligation of halla does not apply to it and yet it 
is prohibited before the omer. And if you would refute the deriva- 
tion due to the fact that fresh stalks differ from parched grain, as 
they have not changed from their original state, the case of bread 
will prove that this is not the key factor, as it has changed from its 
original state and yet it is prohibited. Therefore, one is flogged for 
each type, as the verse is superfluous. 


The Gemara objects: But why not say that for the consumption of 
parched grain, whose mention is superfluous, one is separately 
liable to receive one set of lashes, whereas for eating all the rest of 
them, i.e., bread and fresh stalks, one is liable to be flogged with 
only one set of lashes, as they are prohibited by a general prohibi- 
tion? The Gemara explains: If so, and the halakha of parched grain 
is unique, let the verse write: Bread, fresh stalks, and parched 
grain; alternatively, let it write: Parched grain, bread, and fresh 
stalks. Why does it write the example of parched grain in between 
the others? This is what the verse is saying: One who eats bread is 
liable to receive the punishment given for eating parched grain, 
and likewise one who eats fresh stalks is liable to receive the 
punishment given for eating parched grain. 


§ Rabbi Yannai says: A verbal analogy® should never be lightly 
regarded in your eyes, as the fact that one is punished with karet 
for consuming meat of an offering that was sacrificed with the 
intent to consume it after its appointed time [piggul]" is one of 
the fundamental principles of the Torah, and the verse taught it 
only through a verbal analogy. 


The Gemara explains that this is as Rabbi Yohanan says that Zavda 

bar Levi teaches: It is stated there, with regard to meat of an offer- 
ing left over after the appointed time for its consumption [notar]: 
“But everyone who eats it shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 19:8), 
and it is stated here, with regard to intent to consume an offering 
after its appointed time: “And the soul that eats it shall bear his 

iniquity” (Leviticus 7:18). Just as there the punishment for eating 
notar is karet, so too here, the punishment for eating piggul is karet. 


BACKGROUND 


Verbal analogy — mw 74: This is a fundamental talmudic prin- 
ciple of biblical interpretation, appearing in all standard lists of 
exegetical principles. If the same word or phrase appears in two 
places in the Torah, and a certain halakha is stated in one of these 
places, one may infer on the basis of a verbal analogy that the 
same halakhot apply in the other case as well. Consequently, the 
inferences drawn on the basis of verbal analogy rely on verbal, 
rather than conceptual, similarity. For example, the Torah states 
that those convicted of certain types of sorcery “shall be put to 
death; they shall stone them with stones; their blood shall be upon 


them” (Leviticus 20:27). Since this verse uses the expression “Their 
blood shall be upon them” when speaking of death by stoning, the 
Talmud infers by verbal analogy that in all cases where this expres- 
sion is used, capital punishment should be inflicted by stoning. 
Usually, inferences can be drawn through verbal analogy only if 
the identical word or phrase appears in both of the verses being 
compared, although a verbal analogy may occasionally be drawn 
even if the words being compared are not identical, provided that 
their meanings are similar. 


HALAKHA 

Piggul, etc. - ^3) Sano: With regard to any offering 
that was rendered piggul, i.e., it was sacrificed with 
the intent to consume it after its appointed time, one 
who intentionally eats an olive-bulk of it is liable to 
receive karet. If he did so unwittingly he must bring a 
sin offering. It is a tradition that the verse: “And if any 
of the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace offerings is 
at all eaten on the third day, it shall not be accepted, 
neither shall it be imputed unto him who sacrifices 
it; it shall be an abhorred thing, and the soul that eats 
of it shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 7:18), is referring 
to one who intends at the time of its sacrifice that 
it should be eaten on the third day (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:2 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 
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Rabbi Simai says: A verbal analogy should never be lightly 
regarded in your eyes, as the fact that one is punished with karet 
for consuming notar," from which it is derived that one is punished 
with karet for partaking of piggul, is one of the fundamental prin- 
ciples of the Torah, and the verse taught it only through a verbal 
analogy. 


What is this verbal analogy? One derives by verbal analogy of the 

word “sacred” in Leviticus and the word “sacred” in Exodus that 

the verse: “But everyone who eats it shall bear his iniquity,” is dis- 
cussing notar. This verse states: “But everyone who eats it shall 

bear his iniquity, because he has profaned the sacred thing of the 

Lord” (Leviticus 19:8), and it is written: “You shall burn the left- 
overs [notar] in fire; they are not to be eaten, for they are sacred” 
(Exodus 29:34). Just as the verse in Exodus is referring to notar, the 

same is true of the verse in Leviticus. 


Abaye says: A verbal analogy should never be lightly regarded in 
your eyes, as the fact that one is punished with karet for engaging 
in intercourse with one’s daughter born from the woman he raped 
is one of the fundamental principles of the Torah," and the verse 
taught it only through a verbal analogy. 


Abaye elaborates: This is as Rava says: Rabbi Yitzhak bar Avdimi 

said to me that this halakha is derived by a verbal analogy between 

the unusual form “they [henna]” and “they [henna]; written with 

regard to the prohibition against engaging in intercourse with one’s 

daughter born from the woman he raped. As it is written: “The 

nakedness of a woman and her daughter...you shall not take her 
son's daughter, or her daughter’s daughter, to uncover her naked- 
ness: They [henna] are near kinswomen” (Leviticus 18:17). And itis 

stated: “The nakedness of your son’s daughter, or of your daughter's 

daughter; for they [henna] are your own nakedness” (Leviticus 

18:10). This latter verse is interpreted as referring to one’s grand- 
daughter from the woman he raped (see Yevamot 97a). The verbal 

analogy teaches that although one’s daughter from the woman he 

raped is not mentioned in the verse, she too is included with one’s 

granddaughter, just as a daughter and a granddaughter are equated 

in Leviticus 18:17. 


Furthermore, the punishment for this transgression of intercourse 
with one’s daughter from the woman he raped is derived from a 
verbal analogy between: “It is lewdness” (Leviticus 18:17), which is 
written with regard to engaging in intercourse with both a woman 
and her daughter, and the same term “lewdness” that appears else- 
where, which teaches that the transgressor is liable to be put to death 
by burning. As it is stated: “And ifa man take with his wife also her 
mother, it is lewdness; they shall be burnt with fire, both he and 
they” (Leviticus 20:14). This teaches that death by burning is the 
punishment for engaging in intercourse with both a woman and her 
daughter, and the same applies to intercourse with one’s daughter 
from the woman he raped, due to the verbal analogy of henna and 
henna linking the two cases. 


Rav Ashi says: A verbal analogy should not be lightly regarded 
in your eyes, as the list of those who are liable to be put to death 
by stoning is one of the fundamental principles of the Torah, and 
the verse taught it only through a verbal analogy. 


HALAKHA 


Notar — api: With regard to one who eats an olive-bulk ofa intercourse with a woman and she bore him a daughter, that 
sacrificial animal's flesh that was left over after the appointed time girl is forbidden to him as his daughter. Although the Torah does 
forits consumption, if he did so intentionally he is liable to receive not state: You shall not uncover the nakedness of your daughter, 
karet, and if he acted unwittingly he must bring a fixed sin offering nevertheless, as it prohibits one’s daughter's daughter, it did not 


(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:10). 


mention the daughter herself. This prohibition applies by Torah 


Intercourse with one’s daughter born from the woman he law, not rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
raped is one of the fundamental principles of the Torah — Bia 2:6; see Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 9:2 and Sefer HaMitzvot, 
MN a 17 y IN_uNA ina: If one engaged in licentious prohibition 336). 
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This is as it is taught in a baraita that it is stated here, with regard 
to engaging in intercourse with specific relatives: “Their blood shall 
be upon them” (Leviticus 20:11-16), and it is stated with regard 
to a necromancer and a sorcerer: “Their blood shall be upon 
them” (Leviticus 20:27). Just as there, the verse specifies that a 
necromancer and a sorcerer are executed by stoning, so too here, 
with regard to one who engages in intercourse with those relatives, 
they are executed by stoning. 


§ The mishna’s list of prohibitions for whose unwitting violation 
one must bring a sin offering includes one who blends the anoint- 
ing oil" according to the specifications of the oil prepared by Moses 
in the wilderness (see Exodus 30:22-33). The Sages taught in a 
baraita: One who blends the anointing oil to learn how it was 
prepared or to transfer it to the community for them to use in the 
Temple is exempt. But if he blends the anointing oil in order to 
apply it to his body he is liable. And one who applies" to his body 
the oil prepared by another is exempt, because he is liable for 
applying the oil to his body only if he uses the anointing oil that 
was prepared by Moses alone, in accordance with the verse: “Or 
whoever puts any of it upon a stranger” (Exodus 30:33), which is 
referring to that specific oil. 


The Master said earlier: One who blends the anointing oil to learn 

how it was prepared or in order to transfer it to the community 
for them to use in the Temple is exempt. The Gemara asks: From 

where do we derive this? The Gemara answers: This is derived via 

a verbal analogy from the term: “Its composition” (Exodus 30:32), 
written with regard to the oil and the term: “According to its com- 
position” (Exodus 30:37), written with regard to the incense. And 

it is written with regard to the incense in that verse: “You shall not 

prepare for yourselves,” from which it is inferred that it is incense 

prepared for yourselves that is prohibited, but if one prepares it 

to transfer it to the community" he is exempt. With regard to 

the anointing oil as well, one who blends it to transfer it to the 

community is exempt. 


The Gemara objects: But in light of this verbal analogy, let the case 
of incense return and let us derive it from that of the anointing oil: 
Just as with regard to the anointing oil, when one blends it in halves, 
i.e, not all the specified amount at once, he is exempt, so too, with 
regard to the incense, when one blends it in halves he should be 
exempt. Why, then, does Rava say: In the case of incense that one 
blended in halves," he is liable, whereas with regard to anointing 
oil that one blended in halves," he is exempt? 


HALAKHA 


One who blends the anointing oil — pwn ny oven: With 
regard to one who blends the anointing oil according to the 
exact specifications and the precise measure of the oil prepared 
by Moses in the wilderness, if he did so intentionally he is liable 
to receive karet; if he acted unwittingly he must bring a fixed sin 
offering. This applies only if he blended it in order to apply it toa 
person's body, but if he did so to learn how it was performed or 
to give it to others he is exempt, as stated in the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:4). 


And one who applies - Jem: With regard to one who applies an 
olive-bulk of the anointing oil, whether he applied it to himself 
or to others, if he did so intentionally he is liable to receive karet; 
if he acted unwittingly he must bring a fixed sin offering. One is 
liable only for applying the anointing oil prepared by Moses, as 


stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMik- 


dash 1:5-6). 


To transfer it to the community — nox wind: If one prepared 
incense to learn how it was prepared or to transfer it to the 
public, he is exempt (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMik- 
dash 2:10). 


Incense that one blended in halves - psn mava Mp: With 
regard to one who prepares incense from the eleven substances 
stated to Moses at Sinai and in accordance with the weight men- 
tioned in the Torah, even if he did not prepare the entire amount 
but only one-half or one-third, if he did so intentionally he is 
liable to receive karet; if he acted unwittingly he must bring a 
fixed sin offering, as stated by Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 2:9). 


Anointing oil that one blended in halves — snd jnwew jaw: 
One who blends anointing oil in order to apply it is liable only 
if he prepared it according to the exact specifications and the 
precise measure of the oil prepared by Moses in the wilderness. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:4). 
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BACKGROUND 


Pure myrrh [mor deror] — 111 Wa: Rav Se’adya Gaon, 
followed by the Rambam, identifies the mor as musk 
perfume. Most commentaries maintain it refers to 
myrrh, mira in Aramaic, murru in Akkadian, and simi- 
larly in Greek and Latin. Myrrh was known in ancient 
times throughout the entire region of the Middle 
East. It was extracted from the resin of trees of the 
Commiphora genus, which grow in West Africa and 
eastern India, one of the most common of which 
is the C. myrrha. Myrrh was also used for medicinal 
purposes, as well as in Egypt for embalming. 

Some claim that the name mor alludes to its 
bitter, mar, taste. As for deror, Targum Onkelos 
translates it as pure. Others early commentaries 
explain similarly that it is an expression of freedom 
(see Leviticus 25:10), i.e., a substance released from 
admixture and impurities (Rabbeinu Yona Ibn Janah; 
Radak). 


yrrh trees 


Cassia [kidda] - 1: In the Septuagint, kidda is 
ranslated as cassia, which accords with the state- 
ments of Targum Onkelos and the commentaries on 
he Torah. This apparently refers to Cinnamomum 
cassia, a tall tree whose height extends up to 10 m, 
native to East Asia, where it is grown for its bark, 
flower buds, and the oil that is extracted from it. The 
Ramban (Commentary on the Torah, Exodus 30:24) 
identifies it as the Indian tree Aquilaria agallocha, a 
all tree with a wide trunk that contains very fragrant 
sap. Josephus writes that it is the iris. The Iris foren- 
tina, a species of iris, is used to produce perfume. 


Aromatic cinnamon [kinnemon besem] - m3? 
nwa: Many commentaries identify this as the bark 
of the cinnamon tree, similar to cassia. This tree is 
from the Lauraceae family, found in tropical regions, 
including India. It grows up to a height of 10 m and 
was well known in Eretz Yisrael in the mishnaic 
period. Some say it refers to a similar tree with a dif- 
ferent thickness of bark. Others claim the reference 
is to the outer and inner barks of that tree: The outer 
bark is called kinnamon while the inner bark is called 
kaneh, calamus, as it curls up and has the appear- 
ance of a stick [kaneh] during its drying process. The 
Ramban holds that kinnamon is Andropogon nardus, 
a fragrant plant from the Graminae family. This plant 
grows in eastern Asia, but there are similar, rare spe- 
cies that grow in Eretz Yisrael. 
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The Gemara answers that Rava could say to you: With regard to 
the anointing oil it is written: “Neither shall you prepare any like 
it according to its composition” (Exodus 30:32), which indicates 
that it is oil prepared precisely like it that is prohibited, but with 
regard to preparing half of it, one may well do so. By contrast, with 
regard to incense, as it is written: “And the incense that you shall 
prepare, according to its composition you shall not prepare for 
yourselves” (Exodus 30:37), which teaches that any act of preparing 
of this incense is prohibited, as it is possible to burn a portion, half 
of the maneh that must be prepared, in the morning, and a portion 
in the afternoon. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: The anointing oil contains pure 
myrrh’ weighing 500 shekels," cassia’ of 500 shekels, aromatic 
cinnamon! of 500 shekels, and aromatic calamus of 250 shekels. It 
is found that all of them together amount to 1,750 shekels. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at the statement of the baraita: Does 
the tanna come to teach us the tally? Why is it necessary for the 
baraita to state the sum of the amounts? The Gemara answers that 
this is difficult for the tanna: Since the verse states: “And of aro- 
matic cinnamon half so much, two hundred and fifty, and of aro- 
matic calamus two hundred and fifty” (Exodus 30:23), one might 
say that the weight of aromatic calamus is like that of aromatic 
cinnamon: Just as half of the amount of aromatic cinnamon is two 
hundred and fifty, so too, the verse means that half of the amount 
of aromatic calamus is two hundred and fifty, which would mean 
that the sum total is two thousand. 


The Gemara asks: But why not say that it is indeed so, that the total 

weight of calamus is five hundred? The Gemara answers: If so, let 

the verse write: And of aromatic cinnamon and of aromatic cala- 
mus half so much and half so much, two hundred and fifty. The 

fact that the verse employs the term “half so much” only with regard 

to cinnamon indicates that their weights were different. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: When one weighs these substances, 
does he weigh the ingredients with a slight surplus," so that they 
tip the scales, or does he weigh the ingredients with precision? 
Abaye said to him that the Merciful One writes: “Of each there 
shall be a like weight” (Exodus 30:34), which indicates a precise 
measure, and you say it is possible that one weighs the ingredients 
with a surplus? The Gemara raises a difficulty: But doesn’t Rabbi 
Yehuda say: The Holy One, Blessed be He, knows the amount of 
surpluses" that should be added. Evidently, there is a surplus 
involved in these measures. 


HALAKHA 


With a slight surplus, etc. — 131913714: Moses prepared the anoint- 
ing oil in the wilderness in the following manner: He took a weight 
of five hundred holy shekels from each of myrrh, cinnamon, and 
cassia, and two hundred and fifty of calamus. When the Torah states: 


Pure myrrh weighing five hundred shekels — nixa wan Wt va: 

The Rambam writes with regard to myrrh, mor: Moris the congealed 

blood of an Indian undomesticated animal, which is a well-known 

spice used by people everywhere (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMik- 
dash 1:3). He is referring to musk. The Ra’avad comments: | do not 
accept that they would bring into the Sanctuary the blood of any 
undomesticated animal in the world, certainly not that of a non- 
kosher undomesticated animal (see Ramban’s Commentary on the 
Torah, Exodus 30:23). 


NOTES 


“And of aromatic cinnamon half so much, even two hundred and 
fifty” (Exodus 30:23), it means that this cinnamon is weighed twice, 
each time by two hundred and fifty shekels (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:2). 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, knows the amount of surpluses — 
Diy WA YIP NITA Wit: Some explain: God knows the amount 
of reward He will give to those who adda surplus (Shita Mekubbetzet, 
citing Kuntres). Alternatively, it means that God knows the Jews 
add a surplus of their own when they weigh for the Sanctuary, and 
therefore He did not find it necessary to command them to so do 
(Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rabbeinu Yitzhak). Others explain: God 
knows exactly how much surplus should be added, but did not 
require one to weigh out this precise amount (Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola). 
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Rather, one certainly weighs with a surplus, and this is what Rav 
Yehuda says: With regard to aromatic cinnamon, why does one 
bring half of its total of five hundred, i.e., two hundred and fifty 
at one time, and two hundred and fifty at one time? Since its 
entire amount is five hundred, let him bring five hundred all at 
once. Conclude from the fact that one brings aromatic cinnamon 
at two separate times that there is a surplus involved in this 
measure, i.e., one must add a little each time he weighs the cinna- 
mon, and the Holy One, Blessed be He, knows the amount of 
surpluses. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rav Yehuda’s opinion, what is 
the meaning of the phrase: “Of each there shall be a like weight”? 
Ravina said: It means that one should not place a weight of one 
ingredient against the weight of another ingredient and weigh in 
this manner. In other words, after weighing one of the ingredients 
one may not weigh another ingredient against that one; rather, each 
ingredient must be weighed independently against the scales. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: How did they prepare the anointing 
oil that Moses prepared in the wilderness? They would cook the 
roots of the spices in it; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 
Rabbi Yosei said to him: But that amount of oil is not sufficient 
even to apply to the roots,’ as they would absorb the oil; how, then, 
could the roots be cooked in it? Instead, how did they act? They 
brought the roots and boiled them" in water and the fragrant 
substance would rise to the top, and one poured the anointing oil 
on the water,’ and the oil would absorb the fragrance and retain it, 
and later he removed the oil [ vekipeho]' from off the top and place 
it in its flask. This is how the anointing oil was prepared. 


Rabbi Yehuda said to Rabbi Yosei: 


BACKGROUND 


That amount of oil is not sufficient even to apply to the 
roots — PID IK PIP poh: As the Gemara enumerates here, 
he total weight of the roots was 1,750 shekels. Opinions are 
divided as to the exact weight of the biblical shekel. According 
o the geonim and the Rambam it was equivalent to 14.2 g, while 
according to Rashi it was 11.75 g. Therefore, according to the 
Rambam the total weight of the roots comes to 24.850 kg, while 
according to Rashi, it comes to 20.562 kg. Although there is a 
range of opinion with regard to the size of the /og, and therefore 
welve log of oil could be between 3.6 and 7.2 £, it is clear that 
according to all opinions this quantity of oil was insufficient to 
pour over all the roots. 


They brought the roots and boiled them, etc. — py wat 
3) Dp: How did Moses prepare the anointing oil? First, 
he ground each substance separately, and then mixed all the 
required species in clear water until the fragrance was extracted 
in the water. Afterward he placed a hin of olive oil on the water 


HALAKHA 


One poured the anointing oil on the water - pw why ypy 
mma: This method of Rabbi Yosei's, which the Rambam rules 
is the halakha, is the accepted manner over the generations 
for creating aromatic oils, even to this day. One cooks or soaks 
in water the plant from which the fragrance is extracted. At 
this stage the odor-producing agent, generally an etheric oil, 
becomes concentrated and emerges. Since it weighs less than 
the water it floats on top. One then spreads any type of oil over 
the water so that the fragrant substance is absorbed in it. This 
type of compound of fragrant oil is used for various perfumes. 


until it absorbed all the fragrance from the spices, and then 
cooked it all on the fire until the water dissipated and only the 
oil remained. This oil was placed in a flask where it was kept for 
use over the generations (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 1:2). 


LANGUAGE 
Removed it [kipeho] — ina: Apparently, the verb kapah is 
used here in a similar manner to kafa, meaning to remove 
the uppermost layer that covers an item from above, e.g., 
from a cooked dish or a congealed dish. Here too, it means 
to remove the layer of oil that is floating above the water. 
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Perek I 
Daf5 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 


Log - aib: This is the basic liquid measure used by 
the Sages. It is equivalent to the volume of six eggs, 
one-quarter of a kav, or one twenty-fourth of a sea. 
A range of modern opinions estimates this volume at 
300-600 ml. 


Seven days of inauguration - oxaban a NAW: This 
term refers to the week of preparation after the con- 
struction of the Tabernacle was complete. During these 
days the structure and its utensils were sanctified for 
service, as were Aaron and his sons. The Tabernacle was 
raised on the first day of the Hebrew month of Nisan in 
the second year following the exodus from Egypt. For 
seven days prior to that, from the twenty-third to the 
twenty-ninth of Adar, Aaron the High Priest and his 
sons entered the courtyard of the Tabernacle. There the 
men and the items were anointed with the specially 
prepared oil. Offerings were sacrificed to mark the 
consecration of the Tabernacle. On each of the seven 
days Moses assembled the structure, immersed the 
men in a ritual bath, and dressed them in their priestly 
vestments. 


LANGUAGE 
Numerical value [gimatriya] — Kwas: Derived from 
the Greek yewpetpia, geometria, which means mea- 
surement or calculation in general, although the term 
was later designated for a specific type of calculation, 
geometry. In rabbinic literature it refers also to math- 
ematical calculations in general, although it is most 
commonly used with regard to tabulating the numeri- 
cal values of the letters in a word. 
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And was just one miracle performed with the anointing oil? But 
many miracles were performed with it, from its initial prepara- 
tion to its end. He explains: Its initial preparation was only the 
measure of twelve log,’ and even so the Tabernacle and its vessels 
were anointed with it, and likewise Aaron and his sons were 
anointed with it all the seven days of inauguration,’ and High 
Priests and kings were anointed with it throughout the genera- 
tions, and yet despite the reduction in the amount of oil during its 
preparation process, as well as its multiple uses throughout history, 
it all remains intact for its use in the future. 


Rabbi Yehuda adds that this is as it is stated: “This [zeh] shall be 
a sacred anointing oil to Me throughout your generations” (Exo- 
dus 30:31). The word zeh has a numerical value [bigimatriya] of 
twelve, which teaches that the original twelve log of oil that existed 
at the outset are extant throughout all the generations. If so, i.e., if 
such miracles were performed in connection with the oil, it is no 
wonder that its initial preparation was miraculous. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: “And Moses took the anointing oil, 
and anointed the Tabernacle and all that was in it and sanctified 
them” (Leviticus 8:10). Rabbi Yehuda says: With regard to the 
anointing oil that Moses prepared in the wilderness, many 
miracles were performed with it, from its initial preparation to 
its end. Its initial preparation was only twelve log; consider how 
much of it a cauldron absorbs from what is cooked inside it, and 
how much of it the roots of the plants absorb, how much of it 
the fire burns, and yet the Tabernacle, and its vessels, and Aaron, 
and his sons were all anointed with it all seven days of the 
inauguration. 


The baraita adds: And High Priests and kings were anointed with 

it," and even a High Priest, the son of a High Priest, requires 
anointing with the oil. But one does not anoint a king, the son 
of a king. And if you say: If so, for what reason did they anoint 
King Solomon, who was the son of King David? It was due to the 
dispute" over the throne instigated by his older brother Adonijah, 
who attempted to usurp the monarchy. And similarly Joash, son of 
Ahaziah, was anointed king (see 11 Kings 11:12) due to the threat of 
Athaliah, his paternal grandmother, who attempted to seize the 
monarchy for herself (11 Kings 11:1-3). And Jehoahaz, son of Josiah, 
was anointed as king (11 Kings 23:30) due to the competition from 
Jehoiakim, his brother, who was two years older than his brother, 
i.e., Jehoahaz. Ordinarily the older brother succeeds the father, but 
Jehoahaz was more worthy of the throne. 


And High Priests and kings were anointed with it, etc. - i31 
a>) sb Dhin Da mwn): Only High Priests, a priest anointed 
for war, and kings from the house of David are anointed with 
the anointing oil. Even a High Priest who is the son of a High 
Priest requires anointing, notwithstanding the fact that his father 
was anointed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 


1:7, 4112). 


HALAKHA 
Due to the dispute — opibnn 39: A king who is the son of a 
king is not anointed, as the monarchy i is inherited. Nevertheless, 
if there was a dispute involved in the succession, the chosen king 
is anointed in order to remove the controversy and publicize that 
this individual is the king. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:1. and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 1:7, 1-12). 
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The Gemara clarifies several aspects of this baraita. The Master said 
earlier: And even a High Priest, the son of a High Priest, requires 
anointing. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this hala- 
kha? It is derived from a verse, as it is written: “And the anointed 
priest that shall be in his stead from among his sons” (Leviticus 
6:15). Let the verse say merely: The priest that shall be in his stead 
from among his sons. What is taught by the addition of the term 

“anointed”? This teaches us that even when the new High Priest 
is from among the sons of the previous High Priest, only that 
priest who is anointed with oil is the High Priest, but if he is not 
anointed with oil he is not the High Priest. 


The Master said earlier: But one does not anoint a king, the son 
of a king. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this hala- 
kha? Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said that this is as it is written: In order 
that he may prolong his days in his kingdom, he and his sons, all 
the days in the midst of Israel (see Deuteronomy 17:20). The men- 
tion ofa king’s sons teaches that the kingdom is an inheritance,"" 
which does not need to be confirmed by anointing. 


The baraita further taught: And for what reason did they anoint 
King Solomon? Due to the dispute over the throne instigated by 
his older brother Adonijah. The Gemara asks: From where do we 
derive that in a situation where there is a dispute the new king 
requires anointing, and the current king cannot simply grant the 
kingship as an inheritance to whomever he desires? Rav Pappa 
said that the verse states: “He and his children in the midst of 
Israel” (Deuteronomy 17:20). At a time when there is peace in 
Israel" the monarchy transfers smoothly to the king’s son, but not 
when there is a dispute. 


It was taught in a baraita: Also Jehu, son of Jehoshaphat, son of 
Nimshi, was anointed by Elisha the prophet only due to the dis- 
pute with Joram, son of Ahab, who was the incumbent king, 
against whose reign Jehu rebelled (see 11 Kings 9:1-6). The Gemara 

asks: Why is it necessary to state this reason? Let the tanna of the 

baraita derive that Jehu required anointing due to the fact that he 

was the first king of his lineage, as Jehu was not the son of a king. 
The Gemara answers: The baraita is incomplete, and this is what 

it is teaching:* One anoints the kings of the house of David with 

the anointing oil, but one does not anoint the kings from the 

kingdom of Israel. And if you say: For what reason did Elisha 

anoint Jehu, son of Jehoshaphat, son of Nimshi? This was due to 

the dispute with Joram, son of Ahab. 


The Master said earlier: One anoints the kings of the house of 
David with the anointing oil, but one does not anoint the kings 
of Israel. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this halakha? 
It is derived from a verse, as it is written with regard to the anoint- 
ing of David: “Arise, anoint him; for this is he” (1 Samuel 16:12). 
This king, i.e., any king from the house of David, requires anoint- 
ing, but another king, i.e., from the kingdom of Israel, whose kings 
were not descendants of the house of David, does not require 
anointing. 


NOTES 


He and his sons all the days teaches that the kingdom is an 
inheritance — xem mga ovr Sp waa KIM: This indicates that, in 
contrast to the position of a king, the position of High Priest is not an 


inheritance, which is why the son of a High Priest requires anointing. 


The commentaries likewise write with regard to the High Priest: It is 
not given to him as an inheritance but because he is found worthy 
by God (Meiri). Others maintain that the position of the High Priest 
is an inheritance, as is every appointment of authority over the 
community (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:20; see 
Hatam Sofer, Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 12). 


At a time when there is peace in Israel - bes obey vara: The 
commentaries explain: This is not comparable to property inheri- 
tance. Rather, the monarchy is a privilege granted to the king from 
the people for their benefit. Therefore, whenever the appointment 
is against the wishes of the people or a significant portion of them, 
the right of inheritance is nullified and the appointment of a king 
is handed over to the entire community, via their spiritual leaders, 
i.e., the Sanhedrin (Responsa Mishpetei Uziel, Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 42). 


HALAKHA 

It is an inheritance — xt AWAY: When a king is 
anointed he acquires the monarchy for himself and 
his sons forever, as it is stated: “In order that he 
may prolong his days in his kingdom, he and his 
sons in the midst of Israel” (Deuteronomy 17:20). If 
the heir to the throne was a minor when the king 
passed away, the monarchy is kept for him until he 
grows, as Jehoiada did for Joash. Sons also inherit 
the position of the High Priest or any position of 
authority over the Jewish people (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:20 and Sefer Shofe- 
tim, Hilkhot Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 1:7; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 245:22). 


BACKGROUND 


The baraita is incomplete and this is what it is 
teaching — an? 97) NIM HN: This method 
of explanation is often found in the Gemara. The 
addition introduced by the Gemara is an elabo- 
ration upon that which is written in the baraita, 
based on various difficulties raised in the Gemara 
that render the presented formulation incoherent 
or inconsistent with another authoritative source. 
The addition provides the necessary clarification. 
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BACKGROUND 

Pure balsam [afarsema dakhya] — 37 X12D7DX: 
According to many scholars, afarsema, which 
is the same as the tzori that is mentioned in the 
Torah, is identified with balsam. This is apparently 
he Commiphora opobalsamum, a bush or short 
ree, 3-5 m in height. The tree has extremely thin 
branches, complex leaves, and small, white flowers. 
The highest-quality balsamic perfume is sap that 
drips in small amounts from the ends of the stems. 
However, a more efficient means of extracting the 
essence of the plant is by boiling the branches. After 
a certain period of time, the water mixed with the 
sap evaporates, leaving a sticky residue that can 
be used for medicinal purposes, as incense, or as 
ragrant oil. 

During the Second Temple period, the finest 
balsam grew in the Jordan Valley. It was so highly 
valued that it was literally worth its weight in gold. 


Balsam leaves and twigs 


HALAKHA 
With pure balsam oil — %37 xaDIDKa: Only kings 
from the house of David are anointed with the 
anointing oil. Kings of Israel were anointed with 
balsam oil (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMik- 
dash 1:7, 11 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 1:10). 


Filled the place of his fathers - yniax Dipa xbon: 
When a king or anyone who holds a position of 
authority over the Jewish people dies, his son is 
established in his place, with the elder son getting 
precedence. This applies if the son is worthy of 
fulfilling his father’s place with respect to wisdom 
and fear of God (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 1:11 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 1:10). 
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The Master said earlier that Jehu was anointed due to the dispute 
with Joram. The Gemara asks: And due to the dispute with Joram, 
son of Ahab, will we misuse consecrated property by anointing 
someone unnecessarily with the anointing oil, which is called “a 
sacred anointing oil” (Exodus 30:31)? After all, kings of the king- 
dom of Israel do not require anointing. The Gemara answers: This 
is as Rav Pappa said with regard to Jehoahaz: They anointed 
him with pure balsam’ oil," rather than with the anointing oil. 
Here too, Elisha anointed Jehu with pure balsam oil, not the 
anointing oil. 


It was further stated in the baraita: And Jehoahaz, son of Josiah, 
was anointed due to the competition from Jehoiakim, his brother, 
who was two years older than him. The Gemara asks: And was 
Jehoiakim in fact older than Jehoahaz? But isn’t it written: “And 
the sons of Josiah: The firstborn Johanan, the second Jehoiakim, 
the third Zedekiah, the fourth Shallum” (1 Chronicles 3:15); and 
Rabbi Yohanan says: The one who is called Johanan in that verse 
is also called Jehoahaz, and the one whois called Zedekiah is the 
same as the one called Shallum. If so, Jehoahaz is the eldest son, 
not Jehoiakim. Why, then, was it necessary to anoint Jehoahaz? 


The Gemara answers: Rather, Jehoiakim was actually older than 
Jehoahaz. And why does the verse call Jehoahaz the firstborn? 
This is referring to the fact that Jehoahaz was the firstborn with 
regard to the monarchy, i.e., he became king first. The Gemara 
asks: And do we establish the younger son as king before the 
older son? But isn’t it written with regard to Jehoshaphat: “And 
he gave the kingdom to Jehoram, because he was the firstborn’ 
(11 Chronicles 21:3)? The Gemara answers: Jehoram was one who 
filled the place of his fathers," i.e., he was fit to serve as king, and 
therefore as he was firstborn he received the kingship, whereas 
Jehoiakim was deemed unworthy of the honor, despite being the 
oldest among his brothers. 


oy 


The Master said earlier: The one who is called Shallum is also 
called Zedekiah. The Gemara objects: But the Torah counts 
these individuals in a row, i.e., one after the other, as 1 Chronicles 
3:15 mentions the first, second, third, and fourth sons. This indi- 
cates that they are different people. The Gemara answers: Shallum 
and Zedekiah are in fact one and the same, and what is the reason 
the verse calls Zedekiah the third? The reason is that he is 
third of the sons, i.e., the third in order of birth. And what is the 
reason the verse calls Shallum the fourth? The reason is that he 
is fourth to the kingship, because Jeconiah reigned before 
him. How so? Initially Jehoahaz reigned, and afterward Jehoia- 
kim reigned, and afterward Jeconiah reigned, and afterward 
Zedekiah reigned. Accordingly, Zedekiah, called Shallum, was 
fourth to the kingship. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: The one who is called Shallum is 

also called Zedekiah, and why was he called Shallum? Because 

he was perfect [shalem] in his good deeds. Alternatively, he was 

called Shallum because in his days the kingdom of the house of 
David was completed [shalam], as he was the last king in the 

Davidic dynasty. And what was his true name? Mattaniah was his 

name, as it is stated: “And the king of Babylonia made Matta- 
niah, his father’s brother, king in his stead, and changed his 

name to Zedekiah” (11 Kings 24:17). 


The baraita explains: Why did the king of Babylonia, Nebuchad- 
nezzar, call him by the name Zedekiah? The reason is that Nebu- 
chadnezzar said to him: God will justify [ yatzdik] the judgment 

over you if you rebel against me, as it is stated with regard to 

Nebuchadnezzar and Jehoiachin: “And brought him to Babylon” 
(11 Chronicles 36:10), and with regard to Zedekiah it is stated: 

“And he also rebelled against King Nebuchadnezzar, who had 

made him swear by God” (11 Chronicles 36:13). 
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§ The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the statement that 
Jehoahaz was anointed: And was there anointing oil in the days of 
Jehoahaz? But isn’t it taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Yoma 2:15) that 
from when the Ark was sequestered, along with it was sequestered 
the jar of manna that was next to it (see Exodus 16:33), and the 
flask of the anointing oil, and Aaron’s staff with its almonds and 
blossoms (see Numbers 17:23). 


The baraita continues: And also sequestered with the Ark was the 

chest that the Philistines sent as a gift to the God of Israel after 

they captured the Ark and were stricken by several plagues, as it is 

stated: “And put the jewels of gold that you return to Him for a 

guilt offering, in a coffer by its side, and send it away that it may go” 
(1 Samuel 6:8). And who sequestered the Ark? Josiah, king of Judah, 
sequestered it, as it is stated: And the king said to the priests: Put 

the sacred Ark in the house that Solomon, the son of David, king of 
Israel, built (see 11 Chronicles 35:3). 


And Rabbi Elazar says: How do we know that all these items needed 
to be sequestered together with the Ark? The halakha that the jar of 
manna was to be kept with the Ark is derived through a verbal anal- 
ogy between the words “there” and “there.” The word “there” is 
stated with regard to the Ark: “Where I will meet with you there’ 
(Exodus 30:6), and it is also stated with regard to the manna: “And 
put there” (Exodus 16:33). 


> 


The halakha that the anointing oil was to be kept together with the 
Arkis derived through a verbal analogy between the words “genera- 
tions” and “generations.” This term is stated with regard to the jar 
of manna: “To be kept throughout your generations” (Exodus 16:33), 
and also with regard to the anointing oil: “This shall be a sacred 
anointing oil to Me throughout your generations” (Exodus 30:31). 


Finally, the halakha that Aaron’s staff was to be kept together with 
the Ark is derived through a verbal analogy between the terms “to 
be kept” and “to be kept.” This term is stated with regard to the jar 
of manna, and also with regard to Aaron's staff: “To be kept there, for 
a token against the rebellious children” (Numbers 17:25). All these 
items, which are connected through these verbal analogies, including 
the anointing oil, were kept by the side of the Ark, and therefore they 
were sequestered together with the Ark. If so, how was Jehoahaz 
anointed with the anointing oil? Rav Pappa said: They did not 
anoint Jehoahaz with the anointing oil, but with pure balsam. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: One anoints the kings by placing 
the oil around the head in a shape similar to a crown, and one 
anoints the High Priests by placing the oil upon the head in the 
shape similar to chi. In explanation of this statement, Rav Menashya 
says: It is placed in a shape similar to the Greek letter chi,' which 
looks like the letter X. It is taught in one baraita: First, one pours 
oil on the head of the High Priest, and afterward one places oil 
between his eyelashes. And it is taught in another baraita: First, 
one places oil between his eyelashes, and afterward one pours oil 
on his head. The baraitot contradict each other. 


The Gemara explains: This is a matter of dispute between tanna’im, 
as there is a tanna who says: Anointing between his eyelashes is 
preferable to pouring on the head and therefore comes first, and 
there is a tanna who says that pouring on the head is preferable to 
anointing between his eyelashes, and therefore comes first. What is 
the reasoning of the one who says that pouring on the head is 
preferable? As it is stated: “And he poured of the anointing oil 
upon Aaron’s head and anointed him to sanctify him” (Leviticus 
8:12), which indicates that pouring is first, followed by anointing. 
And as for the one who says that anointing between his eyelashes 
is preferable to pouring on the head and precedes it, he holds that 
anointing is preferable in that its use is increased, i.e., itis performed 
on the service vessels, whereas pouring is not mentioned with 
regard to the service vessels. 


LANGUAGE 


Chi - 5: The shape of this letter, X, is not found 
in the Hebrew alphabet, and therefore the Sages 
explained the manner of the application of the 
anointing oil by means of the Greek letter. Over 
the generations, when Greek was no longer in 
use and when very few people knew the Greek 
script, various other shapes were suggested. These 
include an inverted letter kaf (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:9), an inverted letter nun 
(Rashi’s commentary on Exodus 29:2), and the let- 
ter tet (Rashi on Menahot 74b; Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola). 
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BACKGROUND 


Gihon — yima: Hezekiah’s tunnel leads from the 
Gihon Spring to the Siloam pool. 


Aqueduct leading to the Siloam pool 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But according to the opinion that 
anointing is preferable, isn’t it written: “He poured,” and ulti- 
mately: “He anointed” (Leviticus 8:12)? The Gemara explains 

that this is what the verse is saying: What is the reason for “he 

poured”? This action was made possible due to the fact that he 

had already: “Anointed him to sanctify him.” In other words, the 

pouring came after the anointing, which is the primary act. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “It is like the 
precious oil upon the head descending upon the beard; the 
beard of Aaron, that descends upon the collar of his garments” 
(Psalms 133:2). Two drops of anointing oil shaped like pearls 
hung from Aaron’s beard. Rav Kahana says it is taught: When 
Aaron would speak his beard would move, and these drops would 
miraculously rise and sit on the roots of his beard, so that they 
would not fall to the ground. And with regard to this matter 
Moses, our teacher, was concerned, thinking: Perhaps, God 
forbid, I misused the anointing oil by pouring too much, which 
resulted in these two additional drops. 


A Divine Voice emerged and said: “It is like the precious oil 

upon the head, descending upon the beard; the beard of Aaron, 
that descends upon the collar of his garments, like the dew of 
the Hermon that comes down upon the mountains of Zion” 
(Psalms 133:2-3). This comparison serves to teach: Just as the 

Hermon’s dew is not subject to misuse of consecrated property, 
as it is not consecrated but can be used by all, so too, the anointing 

oil that descends upon Aaron’s beard is not subject to misuse 

of consecrated property. 


And still Aaron himself was concerned, thinking: Perhaps 
Moses did not misuse consecrated property but I misused 
the oil, as the additional oil is on my body and I derive benefit 
from it. A Divine Voice emerged and said to him: “Behold how 
good and how pleasant it is for brothers to dwell together in 
unity” (Psalms 133:1). Just as your brother Moses did not misuse 
consecrated property, so too, you did not misuse consecrated 


property. 


§ The Gemara cites a baraita which discusses the anointing of 
kings. The Sages taught: One may anoint kings only next to a 
spring. This is done as a fortuitous sign, so that their kingdom 
should continue uninterrupted just as the waters of the spring 
flow uninterrupted throughout the year. As it is stated with regard 
to the coronation of Solomon in the days of King David: And the 
king said to Benaiah: Take with you the servants of your lord, 
and cause Solomon my son to ride upon my own mule, and bring 
him down to Gihon.’ And let Zadok the priest and Nathan the 
prophet anoint him there king over Israel (see 1 Kings 1:33-34). 
The Sages derived from here that all kings should be anointed near 
a spring. 


Parenthetical to this matter of performing an act as a fortuitous 
sign, the Gemara cites that which Rav Ami says: One who 
desires to know if he will live through this current year or not 
should bring a lit candle during those ten days between Rosh 
HaShana and Yom Kippur and hang it in a house through which 
wind does not blow, and he should watch it carefully: If its light 
continues he shall know that he will live out his year. 


And one who desires to conduct business and wants to know 
if his business will succeed or not should raise a rooster. If the 
rooster gets fat and beautiful he shall know that the venture 
will succeed. 


This one who wishes to leave on a journey and wants to know 
whether he will return to his home should enter a dark house. 
Ifhe sees 
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the reflection [bavua]! of a reflection of his reflection he shall 
know that he will return and come to his home. The Sages say 
about this: And this is nothing, i.e., one should not practice these 
divinations, as perhaps he will become despondent if he does not 
see the positive sign and his fortune will turn bad, and this itself 
will result in his failure. 


Abaye said: Now that you have said that a sign is a substantial 
matter, a person should be accustomed to eat, at the start of the 
year," gourd," fenugreek,” leeks, beets,” and dates, as each of these 
grow and multiply quickly, which is a good omen for the deeds of 
the upcoming year. 


With regard to positive omens, Rav Mesharshiyya said to his sons: 
When you want to go to study in the presence of your teacher, 
initially study the mishnayot and then ascend before your teacher. 
And when you sit before your teacher, see your teacher’s mouth," 
as it is stated: “And your eyes shall see your teacher” (Isaiah 30:20). 
And when you learn a halakha, learn near a source of flowing water, 
as just as the water flow continues, so too, your learning should 
continue. 


BACKGROUND 


Gourd [kara] - 


7p: Also called the bottle gourd or Lagenaria 


LANGUAGE 


Reflection [bavua] - mx13a: Linguists believe this word is 
an alternate form of the biblical expression bavat ayin (see 
Zechariah 2:12), which means both pupil [ishon] of the eye and 
child, as an ishon also means a small man [ish]. This is similar 
to the Arabic $$», bu’bu’, and has parallels in other languages, 
e.g, the Latin pupilla, an orphaned girl. The term bavua was 
originally used to refer to the reflection of a figure in one’s 
eye, and eventually became used more generally to refer to 
any reflection of an image, e.g., in water or from a mirror. 


HALAKHA 
To eat at the start of the year - nw wy bomb: One should 
accustom oneself to eat foods on Rosh HaShana whose 
names allude to goodness and blessings, as a good omen, 
as stated by Abaye. Upon eating fenugreek [rubbiyya] one 
should recite: May it be Your will that our merits increase 
[yirbu]. For leeks [karti], one recites: May it be Your will that 
our enemies be cut off [yikhretu]. For beets [silka]: That our 
enemies be removed [yistalku]. For gourd [kara]: That our 
sentence be torn [yikra] and our merits read [yikaru] before 
You. The commentaries add that there is a custom to eat a 
sweet apple dipped in honey (Rema, citing Tur), with the 
recitation: That You renew us for a sweet year (Abudirham), 
and this is an accepted practice. Some eat pomegranates 
and recite: May it be Your will that our merits increase like 
the pomegranate. The Mordekhai adds that it is also custom- 
ary to eat fatty meats and an array of sweet foods (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 583:1). 


See your teacher's mouth - ;i3a11 maay nn: When teach- 
ing his students, a rabbi should sit at the head with the 
students surrounding him like a crown, so that they can 
all see and hear their teacher. This is in accordance with 
Rav Mesharshiyya’s instruction to his sons (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 4:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 246:9, and see Beur HaGra there). 


Fenugreek [rubbiyya] — sar: According to Rashi, rubbiyya is 


vulgaris, the kara is a leafy summer vegetable. Usually it grows 
extended on the ground, but at times it is trellised on trees. The 
greenish-white gourd produced by the plant is 40-50 cm long 
and 25-30 cm wide and shaped like a jug or a bottle. The young 
fruit is generally eaten cooked and its seeds are commonly 
consumed alongside dessert. 


Bottle gourd 


the same as tiltan. In the language of the Sages, tiltan refers to 
what is today called fenugreek, Trigonella foenum-graecum, a 
plant less than 1 m in height from the legume family. Its stalks 
are hollow and furry, with triangular, light-green leaves and 
white flowers. The fruit is contained in thin pods, up to 15 cm in 
size, which contain flat seeds roughly 5 mm in size. Fenugreek is 
usually cultivated for its seeds, which are edible and used in the 
preparation of many seasonings as well. Its young stalks are also 
used as seasoning. It originates from the Mediterranean, but is 
now cultivated in many places. In previous eras it was also used 
medicinally as a cure for various illnesses; nowadays it is used in 
this fashion mainly in the case of animals. In various countries 
the stalks of fenugreek are used as fodder as well as fertilizer. The 
plant is typically cultivated and is grown in heavy soil, although 
a wild strain has also developed in certain regions. 


Fenugreek leaves, seeds, and pods 


Beets [silka] - xprn: Beets, Beta vulgaris cicla, are a common, 
garden-variety vegetable from the Chenopodiaceae family. 
Growing annually, their large, succulent leaves, which reach 
15-20 cm in length, are edible and have a similar taste to spin- 
ach. Each time a portion of beet leaves are trimmed they grow 
back larger. Today, the leaves are also used as bird feed. 


Beet leaves 
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LANGUAGE 

Garbage piles [kilkei] - Dorp: An alternative 
version of this word is kikli. It is an Aramaic word 
meaning garbage, a place where one throws 
ruined items. The city garbage heap was a field 
in the city or to its side, which was mainly used 
as a place for throwing junk rather than waste. 
Therefore, it was possible that people could be 
found there once in a while. 


Palaces [apadnei] — '975%: This term, which also 
appears in the Bible (Daniel 11:45), is from the Old 
Persian apadana. It was also borrowed by other 
languages in ancient times, and it means a man- 
sion, a fortified house, or an elegant structure. 


Fish [gildana] - KaTa: Some maintain this 
is from the Greek XEMBOv, khelidon, whose 
meanings include a species of flying fish. In the 
terminology of the Sages it is apparently a name 
for various types of fish, big and small. 


Kutha - «nm: Kutha, or kutah in Hebrew, was a 
food used to flavor bread or to whet the appetite. 
It was popular in Babylonia, which is why it is 
often called Babylonian kutah. It was made from 
moldy bread; whey, i.e., the leftover liquid after 
separating cheese from milk; and salt. 


NOTES 


And not in the palaces of Pumbedita — xd) 
NOTaINDT IDK: Rashi explains that this is 
because the inhabitants of Pumbedita were 
bandits and thieves. Others state that the people 
of Pumbedita were not as educated as those 
of Mata Mehasya (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). 


It is better to eat rotten fish than kutha which 
uproots and tosses rocks [ramei keifei] - 
D2 TT ON Sab we ets av: In a 
similar vein, “the Gemara elsewhere states that 
Babylonian kutha blocks the heart, blinds the 
eyes, and weakens the body (Pesahim 42a). 
Some explain that ramei keifei means tall [ram] 
and impressive buildings or castles. In other 
words, it is better to eat inexpensive fish than 
kutha, which is a dish of the wealthy and the 
nobility (Rashi on Horayot 12a). 
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Rav Mesharshiyya gave his sons additional advice: It is better for 
you to dwell on the garbage piles [akilkei]' of the city Mata 
Mehasya® and not to dwell in the palaces [apadnei]' of the city 
Pumbedita.™ It is better to eat rotten fish [ gildana]' than high- 
quality kutha," which uproots and tosses rocks" from their places, 
i.e, itis a very spicy, powerful flavoring. 


The Gemara further discusses the issue of anointing and good 
omens. Hannah said in her prayer after her son Samuel was born: 
“And Hannah prayed and said: My heart exults in the Lord, 
my horn is exalted in the Lord” (1 Samuel 2:1). The Gemara notes 
that Hannah said: “My horn is exalted,” and she did not say: My 
jug is exalted. With regard to David and Solomon, who were 
anointed with oil from a horn, this was a good omen for them, 
and their kingships lasted. But with regard to Saul and Jehu, who 
were anointed with oil from a jug, their kingships did not last. 


§ The mishna included in its list of those liable to receive karet: 
One who blends the incense" according to the specifications of 
the incense used in the Temple service, for purposes other than 
use in the Temple. The Sages taught in a baraita: One who blends 
the incense in order to teach himself how to prepare it or in order 
to transfer it to the community is exempt from liability. But if 
he prepares it in order to smell it he is liable to receive karet, as it 
is stated: “He who prepares it in order to smell it shall be cut off 
from his people” (Exodus 30:38). And one who actually smells 
the incense mixture is exempt from the punishment of karet and 
from bringing a sin offering; but he has misused consecrated 
property, and is therefore liable to bring a guilt offering if he acted 
unwittingly. 


The Gemara asks: And is there the prohibition of misuse of con- 
secrated property with regard to smell? But doesn’t Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Pazi say that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says in the 
name of bar Kappara: With regard to exposure to the sound," or 
to the sight, or to the smell of consecrated items, including incense, 
these are not subject to the prohibition of misuse of consecrated 


property? 


HALAKHA 


KARETOT : PEREK I: 6A: ATN P19 


One who blends the incense, etc. — 3) NI~PA NX ovan: One 
who blends the incense in order to teach himself how to prepare it 
or to transfer it to the community is exempt. If he prepares it in order 
to smell it he is liable to receive karet. One who actually smells the 
incense mixture has misused consecrated property but he is exempt 
from karet, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 2:10). 


Sound, etc. — 131 bip: With regard to sound and sights in the Temple, 
and the smell of the incense after the pillar of smoke has risen, one 
may not benefit from them ab initio, but if he does so he is exempt, 
in accordance with the opinion of bar Kappara. If he smells it while 
its pillar of smoke rises, he is liable to receive punishment for misuse 
of consecrated property (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:16). 


BACKGROUND 


Mata Mehasya - %»pna x: A small town near Sura, Mata Mehasya 
was the home of Rav Ashi, and the Talmud was edited there. In later 
imes, Sura and Mata Mehasya apparently merged, becoming a 
single town. 


Pumbedita - x71319: A city on the Euphrates River, northwest of 

eharde'a, Pumbedita was an important center of the Babylonian 
ewish community for many generations. As early as the Second Tem- 
ple period Pumbedita was called the Diaspora, as it was considered 
he center of Babylonian Jewry. After the destruction of Neharde’a, 
some Sages from its academy relocated to Pumbedita, and from 
hat point on Torah study continued there without interruption until 
he end of the geonic period. The Sages of Pumbedita were par- 
icularly known for their acumen. The most prominent heads of the 
Pumbedita academy were its founder Rav Yehuda, followed by Rabba, 
Rav Yosef, Abaye, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, Rav Zevid, and Rafram bar 
Pappa. The Pumbedita academy was very prominent in the geonic 
period as well, often overshadowing the academy in Sura. During this 
period, the academy was moved from the city of Pumbedita to Bagh- 
dad, although it continued to be called the Pumbedita academy. The 
last prominent heads of the Pumbedita academy were the renowned 
geonim Rav Sherira Gaon and his son, Rav Hai Gaon. 


Map of central Babylonia showing location of Mata Mehasya and Pumbedita 
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The Gemara answers: With regard to exposure to the smell of the 
incense, the following distinction applies: The smell of the incense 
that is emitted when the spices are placed on the coals on the altar 
is subject to the prohibition, since this is the manner in which the 
mitzva is performed. By contrast, the smell emitted after the flame 
catches and the column of smoke rises" is not subject to the pro- 
hibition of misuse of consecrated property. The reason is that its 
mitzva has already been performed, and you have no case in which 
an item is at the stage after its mitzva has already been performed 
and yet one is liable for its misuse. 


The Gemara asks: And why not say that misuse of consecrated 
property applies to an item whose mitzva has been already per- 
formed? But there is the case of the daily removal of the ashes of 
the offerings from the altar, whose mitzva has been performed, as 
the offerings have been burnt, and yet one who uses the ashes is 
liable for misusing the ashes, as derived from the verse: “And the 
priest shall put on his linen garment, and his linen breeches shall he 
put upon his flesh; and he shall take up the ashes of what the fire has 
consumed of the burnt offering on the altar, and he shall put them 
beside the altar” (Leviticus 6:3). 


The Gemara answers: This case does not disprove the principle, 
since the halakhot of the removal of the ashes" and the priestly 
vestments" of white linen worn by the High Priest on Yom Kippur 
are two verses that come as one, i.e., to teach the same matter, and 
there is a principle that any two verses that come as one do not 
teach their common aspect to apply to other cases. In other words, 
if a halakha is stated twice with regard to two separate cases, this 
halakha applies only to those cases. Had the Torah wanted to teach 
that this halakha applies to all other relevant cases as well, it would 
have mentioned it only once, and other cases would be derived 
from there. The fact that two cases are mentioned indicates they are 
exceptions. 


The Gemara comments: The fact that the Torah mentions this hala- 
kha twice works out well according to the opinion of the Rabbis, 
who maintain that the priestly vestments worn by the High Priest 
on Yom Kippur require interment. But according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Dosa, what can be said? As it is taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “And Aaron shall come into the Tent of Meeting, and shall 
take off the linen garments, which he put on when he went into the 
sacred place, and he shall leave them there” (Leviticus 16:23). This 
phrase teaches that his vestments require interment. Although 
their use for the mitzva has been completed, it is prohibited to derive 
benefit from these garments. This is the opinion of the Rabbis. 


Rabbi Dosa says: These priestly vestments may no longer be used 
by the High Priest on Yom Kippur, but they are fit for use by an 
ordinary priest, as they are similar to those worn by ordinary priests 
on a daily basis. Rabbi Dosa adds: And what is the meaning when 
the verse states: “And he shall leave them there”? This teaches that 
the High Priest may not use them on another Yom Kippur. Accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Dosa, only one verse teaches there is 
misuse of consecrated property with regard to an item that has 
already been used for performing its mitzva. Therefore, one should 
derive a principle from the verse discussing the removal of the ashes. 


HALAKHA 


The removal of the ashes — Wyn nann: One is liable for mis- The priestly vestments — 9131713 9934: The vestments of the High 
using the ashes of the external altar, whether he did so before Priest that have worn out require interment, as do the white 
or after they were removed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei vestments he has worn once for the Yom Kippur service, in accor- 


HaMikdash 2:14). 


dance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Kelei HaMikdash 8:5). 


NOTES 

The smell emitted after the flame catches and the col- 
umn of smoke rises, etc. -^3 inan nyny INN m: 
The Gemara in tractate Pesahim (26a) indicates that with 
regard to sound and sight there is at least a prohibition 
by rabbinic law against performing an action that allows 
one to benefit from consecrated property through these 
senses. In the Jerusalem Talmud (Sukka 5:3) it is indicated 
that this is not a prohibition even by rabbinic law. 
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HALAKHA 

The blending of the incense, etc. -^2 MBPT ows: 
The incense comprises eleven ingredients, whose 
weights are as follows: Balm, onycha, galbanum, and 
frankincense each weigh seventy maneh. Myrrh, cas- 
sia, spikenard, and saffron each weigh sixteen maneh. 
Costus weighs twelve maneh, aromatic bark three 
maneh, and cinnamon nine maneh. This is a total of 
368 maneh. How is the incense blended? One brings 
nine kav of Kersannah lye, in which one rubs the 
onycha, and then soaks the onycha in twenty-one 
kav of strong Cyprus wine or very strong, old white 
wine. Next, he finely grinds each ingredient on its own. 
Finally, he adds a quarter-kav of Sodomite salt, and a 
minimum amount of Jordan amber and smoke raiser 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:3-5 
and Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:10). 
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The Gemara answers: One cannot derive a general principle from 

this case, because the removal of the ashes and the halakha of the 

heifer whose neck is broken, from which one may not derive ben- 
efit after that rite has been performed, are two verses that come as 

one, and any two verses that come as one do not teach their com- 
mon aspect to apply to other cases. The Gemara elaborates: What 

is the case of the removal of the ashes? As it is taught in a baraita: 

The verse states: “And he shall put them beside the altar” (Leviti- 
cus 6:3). This teaches that they require interment. What is the case 

of the heifer whose neck is broken? As it is taught in a baraita: The 

verse states: “And they shall break the heifer’s neck in the valley” 
(Deuteronomy 21:4). This teaches that such heifers require 

interment. 


The Gemara adds: And even according to the one who says that 
two verses that come as one do teach their common aspect to 
apply to other cases, here they certainly do not teach that misuse 
of consecrated property applies to items whose mitzva has been 
performed. This is due to the fact that there are two terms indicat- 
ing exclusions with regard to these halakhot, limiting this halakha 
to those cases. With regard to the removal of the ashes it is writ- 
ten: “And he shall put it.” The word “it” teaches that in this particu- 
lar case, yes, there is misuse of consecrated property, but with regard 
to any other matter this prohibition does not apply. With regard 
to the heifer whose neck is broken it is written: “The heifer that 
had its neck broken” (Deuteronomy 21:6). The word “the” indi- 
cates that with regard to the heifer that had its neck broken, yes, 
but with regard to any other matter the prohibition of misuse of 
consecrated property does not apply. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: How is the blending of the 

incense" performed? Balm," and onycha," and galbanum, and 

frankincense, each of these by a weight of seventy maneh, i.e., 
seventy units of one hundred dinars. Myrrh, and cassia, and spike- 
nard, and saffron, each of these by a weight of sixteen maneh. 
Costus by a weight of twelve maneh; three maneh of aromatic bark; 

and nine maneh of cinnamon. Kersannah lye of the volume of nine 

kav; Cyprus wine" of the volume of three se'a and three more kav, 
a half-sea. If one does not have Cyprus wine he brings old white 

wine. Sodomite salt is brought by the volume of a quarter-kav. 
Lastly, a minimal amount of the smoke raiser," a plant that causes 

the smoke of the incense to rise properly. Rabbi Natan says: Also 

a minimal amount of Jordan amber." 


NOTES 


The blending of the incense, balm, etc. — 13118 MPA ows: 
This baraita first lists the eleven main ingredients of thei incense, by 


weight of maneh, which is one hundred dinars, or roughly 400 g. 


The total weight is 368 maneh. According to Rashi, this is the sacred 


maneh, which was double the regular maneh (see Bekhorot 5a). 
Those substances that are listed by volume, i.e., by the kav and sea, 


are not the main ingredients of the incense. 


Balm and onycha - 1359x771 s: Balm is the nataf, or stacte, 


mentioned in Exodus 30:34, while onycha is called shehelet in that 
verse. With regard to the source for the requirement to add the 
other ingredients, see 6b. 


Cyprus [kafrisin] wine — pop 7: The translation follows the 
opinion that this is referring to the name of a place. Rashi maintains 
that this wine is produced from the fruit of the caper [kafrisin]. 


The smoke raiser — jy myn: This herb was known only to a few 
people, in particular the Avtinas family, as mentioned on Yoma 
38a. The herb would cause the incense smoke to rise vertically in 


a straight line. The smoke raiser was used to fulfill an allusion from 
a verse that deals with the Yom Kippur service: “For | appear in the 
cloud upon the Ark cover” (Leviticus 16:2). The Sages derived from 
here that the incense of the entire year must form a cloud over 
the Ark. Some later authorities maintain that the smoke raiser is 
an essential ingredient in the incense, and one is liable to receive 
death at the hand of Heaven for preparing the incense without 
it, despite the fact that it is not listed in Exodus 30:35 among the 
ingredients of the incense (see Yoma 53a; Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:3 and Mishne LaMelekh there). 


Jordan amber [kippat hayyarden] - Y7 na>: Rashi here 
explains that this refers to a plant that grows on the banks of the 
Jordan River. In his commentary on Bava Kamma 82b, Rashi states 
this is a rose with a fragrant odor; see also Siddur Rashi 433. Others 
explain it is the excrement of a fish (cited by Shita Mekubbetzet). 
The Rambam maintains it is amber. According to some commen- 
taries, the amber was also used to rub the onycha, as was the 
Kersannah lye (Tosafot). 
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And if one placed honey in the incense he has disqualified it, as it 
is stated: “For you shall make no leaven, nor any honey, smoke as an 
offering made by fire unto the Lord” (Leviticus 2:11). If he omitted 
any one of its spices" he is liable to receive death at the hand of 
Heaven." Rabbi Shimon says: The balm mentioned here is nothing 
other than a resin" exuded from the balsam tree, not the bark of 
the tree itself. The Kersannah lye mentioned is not part of the 
ingredients of the incense itself, but it is necessary as one rubs the 
onycha in it so that the onycha should be pleasant. Likewise, the 
Cyprus wine is required as one soaks the onycha in it so that it 
should be strong. And urine is good for this purpose, but one does 
not bring urine into the Temple" because it is inappropriate. 


The Gemara comments: This final ruling supports the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, who says with regard to a verse 
that discusses the incense: It is sacred, it shall be sacred to you (see 
Exodus 30:36-37), that this teaches that all of its actions should be 
performed only in the sacred area" of the Temple. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna (Shekalim 4:6): 
With regard to one who consecrates all his possessions" without 
specifying for what purpose, they are consecrated for Temple main- 
tenance. And if among them there were items suitable for use as 
communal offerings, which may not be used for the maintenance 
of the Temple but only for sacrificial purposes, what is done with 
those items to remove their consecration for Temple maintenance 
so that they can be properly consecrated for sacrificial use? They are 
given to Temple artisans as their wages, and they are thereby 
desacralized. They can then be consecrated again for their proper 
purpose. 


The Gemara analyzes the mishna: These items that are suitable 
for use as communal offerings, what are they? If they are domesti- 
cated animals and undomesticated animals, the tanna taught the 
halakha with regard to them later in that same mishna. Likewise, 
if they are wines, oils, and flours, the tanna taught them in that 
mishna as well. Rather, is it not referring to incense consecrated by 
a private individual? If so, this would mean that one can prepare and 
consecrate incense outside the Temple. 


NOTES 


If he omitted any one of its spices he is liable to receive death 
at the hand of Heaven - na 27 miaa bana nny tM: The 
same applies if the appropriate measure of any of the ingredients 
was lacking (Siddur Rashi 433). Some commentaries maintain one 
is liable only for omitting the eleven main ingredients (Beit Yosef 
on Orah Hayyim 583). It is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud (Yoma 
4:5) that if one did not place salt in the incense, or if he omitted 
he smoke raiser, he is likewise liable to receive death at the hand 
of Heaven. The Mishne LaMelekh addresses this at great length on 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:3. 
The Sefer HaHinnukh (110) writes that one is liable to receive 
death at the hand of Heaven merely for preparing the incense in 
his manner, whereas the Rambam contends he is liable to receive 
death at the hand of Heaven only for burning such incense (see 
Exodus 30:9). The commentaries note that the Torah does not 
explicitly mention death at the hand of Heaven for this transgres- 
sion (see Mahari Kurkus and Radbaz). According to some, the 
iability to receive death at the hand of Heaven applies only on Yom 


Kippur when the High Priest enters the Holy of Holies, as indicated 
by the verse: “That he come not at all times into the holy place 
within the veil, before the Ark Cover which is upon the ark; that 
he will not die” (Leviticus 16:2). The reason is that if the incense is 
improperly prepared the High Priest's entrance is considered to be 
for naught. It is possible that the halakha with regard to incense 
all year round is derived from that of Yom Kippur (Siddur Rashi, 
based on Yoma 53a). 


One does not bring urine [mei raglayim] into the Temple — x 
wpa D m pP: Some commentaries maintain this is not 
referring to actual urine but to waters of a spring that were called 
by this name because they were foul (Siddur Rashi). Alternatively, 
the expression mei raglayim, which literally means waters of 
the feet, refers to the fact that the priests would wash their feet 
in those waters (Siddur Roke'ah). Another explanation is that it 
refers to a type of plant by this name (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing 
Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 

If he omitted any one of its spices - ben nx wn 
mar: If one placed any amount of honey in the 
incense he has disqualified it, and if he burns this 
incense in the Sanctuary he is liable to receive lashes. If 
he omitted any one of its spices, he is liable to receive 
death at the hand of Heaven, as this is considered a 
foreign incense (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 2:8 and Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe’ah 5:2; see 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 5:25). 


The balm mentioned here is nothing other than a 
resin, etc. — 1141 xx ivg NT: The nataf men- 
tioned in the Torah (Exodus 30:34) is a resin exuded 
from the wood of the resinous balsam tree. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna, not Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:4, and see Kesef 
Mishne and Mahari Kurkus there). 


One does not bring urine into the Temple — px 
wpa? [sial 12 pp: Urine may not be brought 
into the Temple (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh 
Hakorbanot 8:10). 


All of its actions should be performed only in the 

sacred area — wpa Kby ay x pevn bp: All aspects 

of the blending of the incense must be performed 

inside the Temple courtyard, and the ingredients 

belong to the Sanctuary. One who blends the incense 

from non-sacred ingredients or in a non-sacred vessel 

has disqualified it. The halakha is in accordance with 

the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 2:6). 


One who consecrates all his possessions, etc. — 
^D YD] WPI: When someone consecrates all his 
possessions without specifying for what purpose, 
and they include incense or one of its ingredients, 
these should be given to the Temple artisans as their 
wages in a procedure like that performed with the 
leftover incense. This follows the two explanations of 
the mishna stated by the Gemara, the first of which 
also appears in the Jerusalem Talmud (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 5:10, and see 
Mishne LaMelekh there). 


ATTN pP: KARETOT:PEREKI-6A §3 
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HALAKHA 


Leftover incense — Mpa Ain: Leftover incense was 
treated in the same manner as leftover animals that 
had been designated as daily offerings. When the 
month of Nisan arrived, the Temple treasurers desa- 
cralized these items using money that was meant to 
pay the wages of the artisans who worked in the Tem- 
ple. That money was then used for the replenishing of 
the altar, and the artisans took the leftover incense as 
their wages. The Temple treasury then repurchased 
the incense from the artisans with funds from the new 
collection of the chamber. The incense could then be 
brought, as it had been purchased with the collection 
of the current year (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 4:12). 


368 maneh, etc. — ^3) T39 MOWI DPY nina wow: 
The total weight of the ingredients of the incense is 
368 maneh. Three hundred and sixty-five of these 
correspond to the days of the solar year. The extra 
hree maneh are ground very finely on Yom Kippur eve 
and the High Priest brings and burns from them the 
handful required on Yom Kippur. Whatever is unused 
over the course of the year is given to the artisans 
or their wages (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 2:3). 
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Rabbi Oshaya said: The mishna is referring to that incense which 
is given to the Temple artisans as their wages, i.e., the incense was 
prepared in the sacred place and was desacralized when it was given 
to the artisans, who subsequently consecrated it. As it is taught in 
a mishna (Shekalim 4:5): The leftover incense" from one year could 
not be used the following year, as it had been purchased with the 
shekels collected for the previous year. What would they do with 
it in order to render it usable? The Temple treasurers would remove 
an amount of it equal to the value of the wages of the artisans 
who worked in the Temple. And they would then desacralize that 
incense by transferring its sanctity to the money owed the artisans. 
They would then give the incense to the artisans as their wages. 
And finally, they would return and purchase the incense from the 
artisans with funds from the new collection of shekels. 


Rav Yosef objects to this explanation: How can the mishna in 
Shekalim 4:6 be interpreted as referring to artisans who consecrated 
leftover incense? With regard to all leftovers the tanna teaches: 
They would return and purchase the incense from the artisans with 
funds from the new collection of shekels, as stated in the mishna 
earlier. And yet here, in tractate Shekalim, the tanna does not teach 
this clause, indicating that it is not speaking of incense paid to the 
artisans and repurchased from them. 


Rather, Rav Yosef says: The mishna is referring to one of the ingre- 
dients of the incense, which an individual consecrated when it is 

not in the Temple. It is not speaking of incense that has already been 

blended, as this action may be performed only in the sacred area, as 

claimed by Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: The incense was prepared from 
ingredients amounting to the weight of 368 maneh," i.e., 368 units 
of one hundred dinars. Of these, 365 of them correspond to the 
days of the solar year. The additional three maneh are those from 
which the High Priest would bring in to the Sanctuary his handful 
required on Yom Kippur (see Leviticus 16:12), and the rest, i.e., the 
incense that was not used over the course of the year, was given to 
the artisans as their wages. 


This is as it is taught in the aforementioned mishna (Shekalim 4:5): 
With regard to the leftover incense, what would they do with it? 
The Temple treasurers would remove an amount of it equal to the 
value of the wages of the artisans who worked in the Temple. And 
they would then desacralize that incense by transferring its sanctity 
to the money owed to the artisans. They would then give the 
incense to the artisans as their wages. And finally, they would 
return and purchase the incense from the artisans with funds from 
the collection of the Temple treasury chamber. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: The leftover of the incense, from 
the three extra maneh each year, would accumulate so that once 
every sixty or every seventy years they would blend the incense 
for the new year by halves, i.e., they required only half the usual 
amount, and the other half would come from the leftover incense. 
Therefore, a private individual who blended incense by halves in 
order to smell it is liable for violating the prohibition: “And the 
incense that you shall prepare, according to its composition you 
shall not prepare for yourselves, it shall be to you sacred for the Lord” 
(Exodus 30:37). This is the statement of Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel, who said it in the name of the deputy High Priest. 
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Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel added: But I did not hear the same 
with regard to the blending of one-third or one-quarter of the 
amount of the incense. And the Rabbis say: Every day one would 
prepare incense for the day according to its composition," i.e., in 
the appropriate ratio for each ingredient, and he would bring it in 
the Sanctuary and burn it on the golden altar. 


The Gemara comments: This opinion of the Rabbis supports the 

opinion of Rava, as Rava says: With regard to the anointing oil that 

one blended in parts," i.e., in any amount, in order to apply it to the 

skin, he is exempt, but if one blended the incense to smell it, even in 

parts, he is liable, as it is written: “And the incense that you shall 

prepare, according to its composition you shall not prepare for your- 
selves” (Exodus 30:37). This teaches that any incense of the amount 
that you prepare for the Sanctuary is prohibited, as it is possible to 

burn a portion, i.e., one-half of the maneh that must be prepared, in 

the morning, and a portion in the afternoon. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: They would return the incense" to the 
mortar to regrind it twice a year; in the summer they would place 
it scattered so that it should not grow moldy, while in the rainy 
season it was kept piled, in order that its scent should not dissipate. 
And when one would grind the incense he would say: Crush well,“ 
well crush; this is the statement of Abba Yosei ben Yohanan. 


And as for the extra three maneh of incense from which the High 
Priest would bring in his handful required on Yom Kippur, one 
would place it in the mortar on Yom Kippur eve and grind it thor- 
oughly so that the incense should be extra fine. As it is taught in a 
baraita: The verse states, with regard to the incense on Yom Kippur, 
that it shall be: “Finely ground aromatic incense” (Leviticus 16:12). 
What is the meaning when the verse states this? Isn’t it already 
stated with regard to all incense: “And you shall grind some of it 
finely” (Exodus 30:36)? Why must the verse state “finely ground”? 
This teaches that on Yom Kippur one must grind the incense more, 
in order that it should be extra fine. 


The Master said earlier: When one would grind the incense he 
would say: Crush well, well crush. The Gemara notes that this sup- 
ports the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as Rabbi Yohanan says: Just 
as speech is detrimental to wine, and therefore no words were 
spoken during its preparation, so too, speech is beneficial to the 
preparation of the spices of the incense. 


§ Rabbi Yohanan says: The eleven ingredients of the incense were 
stated by God to Moses at Sinai, as not all of them are specified 
in the verses. Rav Huna said: What is the verse from which it is 
derived? “Take for you spices, stacte, and onycha, and galbanum; 
spices with pure frankincense” (Exodus 30:34). The plural form of 
the phrase: “Take for you spices” is referring to two ingredients; 
stacte, and onycha, and galbanum” are three ingredients; this results 
in a total of five; and the other mention of “spices” indicates that 
there are another five, i.e., that one should double the previous total, 
and this results in a total of ten. And finally, “pure frankincense” is 
one, and this results in a total of eleven. 


HALAKHA 


Every day one would prepare incense for the day according to 
its composition, etc. -= 3) ADYA jpn oF boa: If one blends 
the incense for the Temple in the correct ratio a little at a time it is 
valid, even if he prepared a portion in the morning and a portion in 
the afternoon (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:8). 


That one blended in parts - prs jew: One who prepares the 
incense from the proper ratio of its eleven ingredients in order to 
smell it is liable, even if he did not blend the entire amount but only 
one-half or one-third. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:9, and see 
Mahari Kurkus there). 


They would return the incense — Aix pirya vi: Twice a year the 
incense would be returned to the mortar. In the summer it would be 
scattered so that it would not grow moldy, and in the rainy season 
they would pile it so that its scent would not dissipate, as stated in the 
baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:7). 


Say crush well, etc. — 131.307 P17 mX: When grinding the ingre- 
dients of the incense one says: Crush well, well crush, as he grinds 
and mixes the ingredients, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:5). 


NOTES 
Say crush well — 297 PT7 Tix: According to 
the Rambam, the grinder states this formula 
during the preparation of the incense. Moreover, 
some explain that he is saying to the object: Be 
crushed well (Siddur Rashi). Rashi here states that 
the overseer instructs the grinder to crush well. 


BACKGROUND 


When one would grind the incense he would 
say crush well — 20° PIT Wai priv Kinwa: 

any explanations have been suggested for 
his practice. Some claim that sound waves are 
beneficial for the mixture or for the fragrance. 
Others contend that this is a rhythmical chant 
hat aids the steady grinding of the spices or that 
helps the two individuals holding the pestle to 
work as a team. Some read the text here slightly 
differently, so that instead of: Speech is beneficial 
o the preparation of the spices [/abesamim], it 
states: Speech is beneficial to those preparing 
he spices of the incense [/labasamim]. 
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BACKGROUND 


A generalization and a detail and a generalization - 
bb bi dbp: When a generalization in the Torah is 

followed by one or more details, and they, in turn, are 

followed by another generalization, the application of 
the halakha under discussion is limited to items some- 
what similar to the detail. For example, the Torah states 

with regard to money used to redeem the second tithe: 

“You shall spend the money on whatever you desire; on 

cattle, sheep, wine, strong drink, or whatever you wish” 
(Deuteronomy 14:26). The Talmud derives that tithe 

money may be spent only on items somewhat similar 
to the items detailed in the verse: Cattle, sheep, wine, 
and strong drink. The resulting principle is that one may 
spend the tithe money on items that derive sustenance 

from the ground even if they did not actually grow 
from the ground. 
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The Gemära raises a difficulty: But why not say the first mention of 
“spices” is a generalization; “stacte, and onycha, and galbanum,’ 
is a detail; and when the verse repeats “spices” it is then general- 
ized again. This is the hermeneutical principle of: a generalization, 
and a detail, and a generalization,’ and therefore you may deduce 
that the verse is referring only to items similar to the detail: Just 
as the detail is explicit in that it is referring to an item whose 
smoke rises and its scent diffuses, so too, it includes any item 
whose smoke rises and its scent diffuses. 


And if you would say: If that is so, that this is a generalization, and 
a detail, and a generalization, then let the verse write only one 
detail of the three; the fact is that indeed [Ia’ei],' all the details are 
necessary. As, if the Torah had written merely “stacte,’ I would say 
that spices from a type of tree, yes, they may serve as ingredients 
of the incense, but spices grown from the ground, no, they may 
not serve this purpose. It is due to that reason that the verse wrote 
“and onycha.” And if the Torah had written only “and onycha,” I 
would say that spices grown from the ground, yes, they may serve 
as ingredients of the incense, but spices from a type of tree, one 
might say no, they may not serve this purpose. It is due to that 
reason that the verse wrote “stacte.” 


The Gemara concludes its rejection of the suggested resolution: And 
as for the mention of galbanum, this comes for itself, i.e., one 
would not otherwise have included this ingredient, because unlike 
the other spices its smell is foul. Consequently, all these details are 
necessary, and therefore it is possible to expound the verse as a 
generalization, and a detail, and a generalization, which means that 
the difficulty remains: How is it derived that there were eleven 
spices? The Gemara answers: If so, that the verse is a generalization, 
and a detail, and a generalization, there is no need for the first men- 
tion of “spices,” as one could derive the generalization from the 
phrase “Take for you.” 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: How is it derived from the 
verse that there are eleven spices? But why not say that the last 
mention of “spices” signifies two ingredients, just like the first 
mention of “spices”? The Gemara answers: If so, let the verse write 
“spices” and “spices” together, and afterward let it write “stacte, 
and onycha, and galbanum.” The fact that the second mention of 


“spices” is written after all those specified ingredients indicates that 


its number corresponds to the total of all of them. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael teaches in a baraita: The first men- 
tion of “spices” is a generalization; “stacte, and onycha, and gal- 
banum,” is a detail; and when the verse repeats “spices” it then 
generalized again. This is a generalization, and a detail, and a 
generalization, and you may deduce that the verse is referring 
only to items similar to the detail: Just as the detail is explicit in 
that it is referring to an item whose smoke rises and its scent 
diffuses, so too, it includes any item whose smoke rises and its 
scent diffuses. 


The baraita continues: Or perhaps it is only that the second gener- 
alization is in the same category as the first generalization, and the 
second detail is in the same category as the first detail. You must 
say that this is not the case; consequently, you cannot learn in 
accordance with the last version, but rather you must learn in 
accordance with the first version. 


Indeed [lai] - od: The root of this term and its meaning have 
not been sufficiently clarified. According to Rashi it means in truth 
or indeed. Some maintain the word is a shortened form of the 
Hebrew expression /o hi or the Aramaic phrase /a hai, both mean- 
ing: Not so. Alternatively, it is a shortened form of the Aramaic 


LANGUAGE 
in the Talmud in a dispute between Sages. The Arukh claims it is 
a compound of two words: The Aramaic /a and the Greek vids, 
huios, meaning son. If so, the word laei would mean: No, my son. 
In any event, the expression introduces an inescapable conclu- 
sion, that the statement that follows must be accepted as true. 


expression kelapei laya, just the opposite, and which often appears 
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The Gemara clarifies the latter clause of the baraita. The Master said: 
Or perhaps it is only that the second generalization is in the same 
category as the first generalization, and the second detail is in the 
same category as the first detail. You must say that this is not the 
case; consequently, you cannot learn in accordance with the last 
version, but rather you must learn in accordance with the first ver- 
sion. The Gemara asks: What is the difficulty alluded to here by the 
baraita? The Gemara explains that this is what is difficult to the 
tanna: Let us say that the last mention of “spices” is referring to two 
ingredients, just as the first mention of “spices” is referring to two 
ingredients. The tanna then answered as we answered earlier, that 
if so, let the verse write: Spices, spices, stacte, and onycha, and 
galbanum, in that order. 


The Gemara further asks: And what is the meaning of the sugges- 
tion: The second detail is in the same category as the first detail? 
The Gemara answers that this is what is difficult to the tanna: Since 
it is derived by the principle of a generalization, and a detail, and a 
generalization that all items similar to those specified in the verse 
are included, as stated earlier that spices from types of trees are 
derived from the mention of stacte and spices grown from the 
ground are derived from the mention of onycha, one might say as 
follows: Let them also learn from the mention of pure frankin- 
cense, which includes one aspect, i.e., that one should include an 
item whose scent diffuses, even though its smoke does not rise. 


The Gemara continues: The tanna then said that this cannot be the 
case, as if so, let the verse write “pure frankincense” in the middle, 
between the two mentions of “spices,” alongside stacte, onycha, and 
galbanum, and then one would derive this halakha from it. Since 
the frankincense is mentioned after the second mention of “spices,” 
it is not part of the generalization, detail, and generalization. 


The Gemara questions this claim: If the verse were to write “pure 
frankincense” in the middle, there would be twelve ingredients in 
the incense, as that ingredient would also be included in the dou- 
bling of the second mention of “spices.” The Gemara explains: If so, 
that frankincense is meant to be one of the details, let the verse 
write “pure frankincense” in the middle and “galbanum” at the 
end, after the second mention of “spices.” Since the verse placed 
frankincense at the end, one cannot derive halakhot from it as a 
detail. Reish Lakish says" that this halakha can be derived from 
the word incense itself: What is the meaning of the term incense 
[ketoret]? It means an item that produces smoke [koter] and rises. 


Rav Hana bar Bizna says that Rabbi Shimon Hasida says: Any fast 
that does not include the participation of some of the sinners of 
the Jewish people" is not a fast, as the smell of galbanum is foul? 
and yet the verse lists it with the ingredients of the incense. Abaye 
says that this is derived from here: “It is He Who builds His upper 
chambers in the heavens and has established His bundle on the 
earth” (Amos 9:6), i.e., when the people are united as a bundle, 
including their sinners, they are established upon the earth. 


The smell of galbanum is foul - yy am man: Galbanum is a 
resin prepared from any of several species of plants of the Ferula 
genus, particularly from the Ferula galbaniflua, which grows in 
Syria and northward. This resin is occasionally used for medicinal 
purposes. The smell of the galbanum is unpleasant. Nevertheless, 
it is an essential ingredient of the incense. Similarly, ingredients 
that do not have a pleasant odor themselves are sometimes used 
in the manufacture of perfumes, in order to accentuate certain 
smells or for the way they blend with other components. 


BACKGROUND 


Ferula galbaniflua 


NOTES 

Reish Lakish says — Wax wip wr: Apparently, Reish 
Lakish does not derive the ingredients of the incense 
from the verse or from the hermeneutical principle of 
a generalization, and a detail, and a generalization. In 
his opinion, the eleven ingredients are not a halakha 
transmitted to Moses at Sinai. Rather, ketoret, the term 
for incense, alludes to the spices that would produce the 
intended effect. It is likewise stated in the midrash (Shir 
HaShirim Rabba 3:5) that the Sages examined the matter 
and found nothing better for the incense than these 
eleven ingredients (see Ramban’s Commentary on the 
Torah, Exodus 30:34). 


HALAKHA 

Any fast that does not include some of the sinners of 
the Jewish people - bgy ywisa ma prey myn dp: 
There is a custom for the prayer leader on the night of 
Yom Kippur to recite the formula: With the agreement of 
God and with the agreement of the community, in the 
Heavenly council and in the council of man, we give leave 
to pray with the transgressors among us. This is based 
on the statement of Rabbi Shimon Hasida here (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 619:1). 
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HALAKHA 


To animals or vessels...to gentiles or to corpses — 
ona mih.. Da) moma: One who applies the anoint- 

ing oil on an animal, or ona vessel, or on a gentile, or on 

a corpse is exempt, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:6). 


To kings or to priests, etc. - 151 parish pba: One 
who places anointing oil on the head (Radbaz) ofa king 
or High Priest who has already been anointed is exempt. 
By contrast, one who intentionally applies an olive- 
bulk of the anointing oil to his skin is liable to receive 
karet. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda. Some maintain that one who applies 
any amount of oil is liable (Ra’avad), but the Rambam 
apparently maintains that since it is stated that placing 
applies only with regard to an olive-bulk, the halakha of 
applying is derived from that of placing (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:10, and see Kesef Mishne 
and Mahari Kurkus there). 


NOTES 


And how much oil must one apply to his skin and be 
liable — 29m x7 Jap» m23): The Beer Sheva notes that the 
wording of the Gemara is not precise, as it seems from 
the continuation of the discussion that the dispute is 
only with regard to placing the anointing oil on someone, 
not applying it to the skin. He suggests that the text of 
the Gemara should be emended so that it reads: And 
how much oil must one place and be liable (see also 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:5, 10 and 
Kesef Mishne there). 


So too the act of placing — M2 AN: It is clear in the 
Gemara that applying the oil, sikha in Hebrew, is a sepa- 
rate act from placing the oil, netina in Hebrew. Yet the 
Gemara does not define these two terms. The Arukh 
LaNer suggests that applying the oil means one puts 
the oil on his skin and then rubs it, while placing the oil 
means that he merely pours the oil on his skin but does 
not rub it into his body. He notes that there is a difficulty 
with the mishna, as the punishment of karet is stated 
in the verse in the context of placing the oil, while the 
mishna on 2a writes that one is punished with karet for 
applying the oil. 
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§ The mishna includes in its list of those liable to receive karet: And 
one who applies the anointing oil to his skin. The Sages taught in 
a baraita: One who applies the anointing oil to animals or vessels 
is exempt, and one who applies it to gentiles or to corpses" is 
exempt. The Gemara objects: Granted, one is exempt in the case 
of animals and vessels, as it is written: “Upon the flesh of a person 
it shall not be applied” (Exodus 30:32), and animals and vessels 
are not the flesh of a person. It is also clear why one is exempt if he 
applies it to a corpse, as once someone has died, the body is called 
a corpse and not a person. But if one applies anointing oil to gen- 
tiles why is he exempt? Aren’t they included in the meaning of the 
term person [adam]? 


The Gemara explains: Indeed they are not. As it is written: “And 

you My sheep, the sheep of My pasture, are people [adam]” (Eze- 
kiel 34:31), from which it is derived that you, the Jewish people, are 

called adam, but gentiles are not called adam. 


The Gemara raises an objection based on a verse discussing captives 
taken during the war against Midian. But isn’t it written: “And the 
people [nefesh adam] were sixteen thousand” (Numbers 31:40). 
This indicates that gentiles are also referred to as adam. The Sage 
who was asked this said to the questioner: That term serves to 
exclude, i.e., to distinguish between the people who were taken 
captive and the animals that were taken as spoils of war, which are 
also mentioned in that verse. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: But isn’t it written: “And 
should I not have pity on Nineveh, that great city, wherein are 
more than one hundred and twenty thousand people [adam] who 
cannot discern between their right hand and their left hand, and 
also much cattle” (Jonah 4:11). The inhabitants of Nineveh were 
gentiles. The Gemara answers: That term serves to exclude them 
from the animals mentioned in the verse. 


And if you wish, say instead a different reason why one who applies 
anointing oil to gentiles is exempt. This is as a tanna teaches before 
Rabbi Elazar: Anyone included in the obligation not to apply 
anointing oil to himself or others is likewise included as subject to 
the prohibition of: It shall not be applied, i.e., it is prohibited to 
apply the oil to him. And anyone not included in the obligation 
not to apply anointing oil to himself or others is not included as 
the object of: It shall not be applied. Only Jews are included in the 
prohibition against applying the anointing oil. 


Itis taught in another baraita: One who applies the anointing oil 
to animals or vessels, or to gentiles or on corpses, is exempt. If 
one applies the anointing oil to kings or to priests" after they had 
already been anointed, Rabbi Meir deems him liable and Rabbi 
Yehuda deems him exempt. And how much oil must one apply to 
his skin and be liable?" Rabbi Meir says: Any amount. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: An olive-bulk. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But 
doesn’t Rabbi Yehuda say that he is entirely exempt? The Gemara 
answers: When Rabbi Yehuda deems him exempt that is with 
regard to applying oil to kings and priests, whereas in the case of 
an ordinary person Rabbi Yehuda deems him liable. 


The Gemara asks: Concerning what matter do Rabbi Meir and 

Rabbi Yehuda disagree? Rav Yosef says that they disagree con- 
cerning this issue: Rabbi Meir holds that this halakha is based on 

the fact that it is written: “Upon the flesh of a person it shall not 

be applied” (Exodus 30:32), and it is written: “Or whoever places 

any of it upona stranger, he shall be cut off from his people” (Exo- 
dus 30:33). The wording of the prohibition teaches with regard to 

the liability to receive karet: Just as the act of applying the oil to the 

skin prohibited by the verse refers to the application of any amount, 
as there is no specific measure stated in this regard, so too, the 

act of placing" the oil mentioned with regard to karet refers to 

any amount. 
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And Rabbi Yehuda holds: We derive the halakha of placing [netina] 
that is stated here, which is upon a stranger, i.e., one upon whom 
there is no mitzva to place the anointing oil, from the halakha of 
giving [netina] in general. Just as giving in general is with the 
amount of an olive-bulk, so too, placing anointing oil upon a 
stranger is with the amount of an olive-bulk. The principle that 
giving [netina] in general is with the amount of an olive-bulk is 
derived from the verse: “And ifa man eats a sacred thing in error then 
he shall add a fifth part in addition to it, and shall give [venatan] to 
the priest the sacred item” (Leviticus 22:14). This verse is referring 
to an item given for eating, and the minimum amount that must be 
consumed for an act to be considered eating is an olive-bulk. Rav 
Yosef adds: But with regard to the mitzva of applying the oil in order 
to anoint kings and priests, everyone agrees it is accomplished with 
any amount. 


And Rav Yosef further says: With regard to what matter do Rabbi 
Meir and Rabbi Yehuda disagree in the case of kings and priests 
who had already been anointed? Rabbi Meir holds that since it is 
written: “Or whoever puts any of it upon a stranger,” and right now 
the king and priest are strangers because the mitzva to anoint them 
no longer applies, they are included in the prohibition. And Rabbi 
Yehuda holds: For the purposes of this prohibition we require that 
the individual in question be a stranger from his beginning to his 
end, and the king and priest were initially not strangers. 


Rav Ika, son of Rav Ami, said: And Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda 
both follow their lines of reasoning, as it is taught in a mishna 
(Terumot 7:2): 


With regard to the daughter of a priest who married an Israelite" 
and then unwittingly partook of teruma," she pays the principal, as 
a thief would, as she partook of teruma to which she owns no rights. 
But she does not pay the additional one-fifth payment, which is the 
fine paid by an Israelite who partakes of teruma unwittingly (see 
Leviticus 22:14). This is because she is not completely disqualified 
from the priesthood, since if she becomes widowed or divorced 
without having borne children she will again be permitted to partake 
of teruma. And if she commits adultery her death penalty is admin- 
istered by burning, as is the halakha with regard to the daughter of 
a priest (see Leviticus 21:9). 


By contrast, if she married one of those who are unfit for her 
to marry due to his lineage, thereby disqualifying herself from 
the priesthood for the future, she pays the principal and the addi- 
tional one-fifth payment, and her death is by strangulation, as is the 
halakha with regard to Israelite women. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Meir. 


And the Rabbis say: In both this case and that case, whether she 
was married to an Israelite or to one unfit for her to marry, she pays 
the principal but she does not pay the additional one-fifth payment, 
and her death is by burning, as she previously had the status of a 
daughter of the priesthood. This opinion of the Rabbis is presumably 
that of Rabbi Yehuda, who is usually the disputant of Rabbi Meir. 
As explained with regard to the anointing of a king, Rabbi Yehuda 
requires that the individual in question must have the status of a 
stranger, i.e., not a High Priest or a king, from beginning to end. 


HALAKHA 


The daughter of a priest who married an Israelite - 
byw nenw yia na: If the daughter of a priest is mar- 
ried to an Israelite, or is disqualified from partaking of 
teruma due to forbidden sexual intercourse, and she par- 
took of teruma, she is liable to pay the principal but not the 
additional one-fifth payment. If she committed adultery 
she is liable to be put to death by burning, whether her 
husband was an Israelite or a priest, or even a mamzer, a 
Gibeonite, or a man to whom she is forbidden by a prohibi- 
tion. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zeraʻim, Hilkhot Terumot 10:12 and 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 3:3). 


BACKGROUND 


Partook of teruma - manna mbox: Teruma may be con- 
sumed only by a priest and the members of his household. 
These include his wife, his sons, his unmarried daughters, 
his non-Jewish slaves, and his animals. When the daugh- 
er of a priest marries an Israelite or a Levite she may no 
onger partake of teruma. In the event that she becomes 
widowed or divorced from him, she returns to her father’s 
ouse and she may continue to partake of teruma in cer- 
ain circumstances. If the one she married is forbidden 
o her, she falls into the halakhic category of a zona and 
will never be permitted to partake of teruma again (see 
Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 6:7). 
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HALAKHA 
A High Priest who took from the anointing oil, etc. - 713 
nannan yawn bea bita: Ifa High Priest took an olive-bulk 
from the anointing oil that was placed upon his head for the 
purpose of anointing him and placed it on his stomach, he 
is liable to receive karet. The Ra'avad maintains he is liable 


regardless of the amount used (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 


khot Kelei HaMikdash 1:10, and see Kesef Mishne and Radbaz 
there). 


May rub against, etc. - 15113 baynn: If a priest applied 
teruma oil to himself, the Israelite son of his daughter or any 
other Israelite may then rub himself upon the oil (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 11:8 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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Rav Yosef said the dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda 
applies to the placing of the anointing oil, and it is explained by 
those answers that we answered earlier, that according to Rabbi 
Meir one is liable for the placing of any amount, as the verse uses an 
expression of applying, whereas according to Rabbi Yehuda one is 
liable only if one places oil that is the volume of an olive-bulk. But 
with regard to placing in general, e.g., the prohibition not to place 
frankincense on the meal offering of a sinner (see Leviticus 5:11), 
everyone agrees one is liable for placing only the volume of an 
olive-bulk. 


The Gemara discusses the matter itself: A tanna teaches a baraita 
before Rabbi Elazar: Anyone included in the obligation not to 
apply anointing oil to himself or others is likewise included as the 
object of: It shall not be applied, i.e., it is prohibited to apply the 
oil to him. And anyone not included in the obligation not to apply 
anointing oil to himself or others is not included as the object of: 
It shall not be applied. Rabbi Elazar said to that tanna: You are 
saying well, as it is written: “Upon the flesh of a person it shall not 
be applied [lo yisakh]” (Exodus 30:32), and you read into the verse: 
Lo yasikh, he shall not apply it to others. This dual reading indicates 
that one who is commanded not to apply the oil is the same as 
the one upon whom it is prohibited to apply the oil, as stated by 
the tanna. 


§ Rav Hananya taught a halakha before Rava: From where is it 
derived with regard to a High Priest who took from the anointing 
oil" that is on his head and placed it on his stomach; from where 
is it derived that he is liable? It is derived from a verse, as it is stated: 
“Upon the flesh of a person it shall not be applied” (Exodus 30:32). 
Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: What is different between 
this case and that which is taught in a baraita: In the case of a priest 
who applied teruma oil to himself, the Israelite son of his daughter 
may rub against [mitaggel]"' this oil without concern that he 
might be deriving benefit from teruma? 


Rav Ashi said to him: There, with regard to teruma oil, it is written: 

“They will die through it if they profane it” (Leviticus 22:9), and 
since the priest has already profaned the oil" by using it, it is con- 
sidered profaned. But with regard to the anointing oil it is written: 

“For the consecration of the anointing oil of His God is upon him” 
(Leviticus 21:12). The Merciful One calls it anointing oil even at 
this stage, to teach that even though it is upon the High Priest it is 
not considered profaned, and instead remains sacred. 


LANGUAGE 


Rub against [mitaggel] - bayn: The term mitaggel is used by 
the Sages in reference to applying a substance not by means of 
one’s hands but by transfer from one body to another, typically 
through rounded [ma‘agaliyot] movements. When one wished 
to apply a substance to his back, he would pour oil on some 


Since the priest has already profaned the oil - mhn w2: 
Rashi explains: Since the priest has already used the oil, it is 
considered nullified and is no longer an item from which deriv- 
ing benefit is prohibited, similar to an offering whose mitzva has 
been performed (see also Minhat Hinnukh 108). Others explain 
that the Gemara is referring to a priest who applied teruma 
oil on his daughter's Israelite son, which is prohibited, and it 
is only for that reason that the son may rub himself against 
it. By contrast, the oil was not placed on the High Priest in a 


NOTES 


sort of surface, generally marble or a leather mattress, and rub 
against it. Alternatively, he would pour the oil on his body and 
then rub himself against the surface (see Josefta, Terumot 10:10 
and Tosefta, Shevi‘it 4:9). 


prohibited manner, and therefore if the High Priest applies it 
to his stomach he is liable (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 

Some claim that an Israelite may rub against the teruma oil 
in this case because the prohibition against applying teruma oil 
is by rabbinic law (Tosafot on Yoma 77a, citing Rabbeinu Tam). 
Others contend that the reason the Israelite may rub against 
the teruma oil is because the oil has been rendered repulsive 
and unfit for use (Tosafot Yeshanim on Yoma 81a; see Rabbeinu 
Hayyim HaKohen there). 
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The mishna teaches: For any of these prohibitions, one is liable 
to receive karet for its intentional violation and to bring a sin offer- 
ing for its unwitting violation. And for violation in a case where it is 
unknown to him whether he transgressed, he is liable to bring a 
provisional guilt offering. The Gemara notes that the mishna further 
teaches: This is the halakha for all the transgressions listed above 
except for one who defiles the Temple, i.e., he enters the Temple 
while ritually impure or renders its consecrated items ritually 
impure." The Gemara asks: From what halakha does the tanna 
exclude these cases? After all, one who enters the Temple while 
impure or renders its consecrated items impure is also liable to 
receive karet. The Gemara answers: This is what the mishna is teach- 
ing: Except for one who defiles the Temple or renders its conse- 
crated items ritually impure, as he does not bring a provisional 
guilt offering.” 


The Gemara suggests: And let the mishna also teach: Except for 
one who sinned and Yom Kippur passed," as he too does not bring 
a provisional guilt offering. Reish Lakish said: When the tanna 
teaches these exceptions he is referring to those cases where there 
is a sin and nevertheless the Merciful One exempts him from 
bringing a provisional guilt offering. By contrast, in a case where 
Yom Kippur passed, there is no remaining sin, as Yom Kippur 
atoned for him, i.e., for his sin. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: The mishna is referring to one who rejects 
the atonement of Yom Kippur," who says: Yom Kippur does not 
atone for one’s sins. In this situation Yom Kippur does not atone for 
him, which means that if he retracted from his sinful ways after 
Yom Kippur he is required to bring a provisional guilt offering. 
Therefore, it cannot be listed in the exceptions stated in the mishna. 
The Gemara notes: And Reish Lakish does not explain the mishna 
in this manner, as he maintains that even with regard to one who 
rejects its atonement, Yom Kippur atones for his sins. 


The Gemara notes: And their dispute is with regard to the issue that 
is the subject of the dispute between later amora’im: Concerning 
one who says: My sin offering, which is sacrificed for me, should 
not atone for me," Abaye said: This sin offering does not atone for 
him. Rava said: It atones for him. The Gemara explains: In a case 
where he said: I do not want it to be sacrificed," everyone agrees 
that it does not atone for him, as it is written: “He shall bring it in 
accordance with his will” (Leviticus 1:3), which indicates that if the 
offering is brought against his will it is not effective. Where they 
disagree is when he says: The sin offering should be sacrificed but 
it should not atone for me. Abaye said: It does not atone for him, 
as he said that it should not atone for him. Rava said: It does atone 
for him, as once he says it should be sacrificed, the atonement 
comes by itself. 


The Gemara notes: And Rava retracted his opinion, as it is taught 
in a baraita: One might have thought that Yom Kippur atones for 
those who repent and for those who do not repent. The baraita 
elaborates: And there is a logical inference to negate this assertion: 
Just as a sin offering and a guilt offering atone, and likewise Yom 
Kippur atones, just as a sin offering and a guilt offering atone only 
for those who repent, so too, Yom Kippur atones only for those 
who repent." 


Provisional guilt offering - nbn ow: The provisional guilt offer- 
ing is mentioned in the Torah (Leviticus 5:17-19). The Torah itself 
does not specify the transgression for which one is liable to bring 
this offering. It is a tradition of the Sages that a provisional guilt 
offering is brought for an uncertain sin whose definite perfor- 


BACKGROUND 


offering. As long as it remains unknown whether or not one 
committed the transgression, he must bring a provisional guilt 
offering. If it subsequently became known to him that he defi- 
nitely sinned, at this stage he brings a sin offering. The details of 
this offering are discussed later in this tractate. 


mance renders the unwitting sinner liable to bring a fixed sin 


HALAKHA 


Except for one who defiles the Temple or renders its 
consecrated items ritually impure, etc. — savin yin 
nD) YP) wpa: One who unwittingly renders the 
Temple or its consecrated items ritually impure must 
bring a sliding-scale offering. Consequently, if he is 
uncertain whether he entered the Temple or ate conse- 
crated food in a state of ritual impurity he does not bring 
a provisional guilt offering. This follows the principle that 
one does not bring a fixed sin offering for a transgression 
for which one does not bring a provisional guilt offering 
upon its uncertain violation (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 1:3). 


One who sinned and Yom Kippur passed - ay% 3 
DDT of voy: If one was obligated to bring a provi- 
sional guilt offering for an uncertain sin and Yom Kippur 
passed before he sacrificed the offering, he is exempt 
from bringing it, as Yom Kippur atones for his sins. See 
the mishna on 25a (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 3:9). 


One who rejects the atonement of Yom Kippur - 
Wyn: With regard to one who rejects Yom Kippur, i.e, 
he believes it does not atone for his sins, Yom Kippur 
does not atone for him. Therefore, if he was obligated 
to bring a provisional guilt offering and Yom Kippur 
passed while he rejected its import, the day does not 
atone for him, and when he repents after Yom Kippur he 
must sacrifice the provisional guilt offering. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:10, and see 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 1:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 607:6, and in the comment of Rema). 


One who says, my sin offering should not atone 
for me - NKUN b 7537) x ‘wait: A sin offering and 
guilt offering atone only for those who repent and 
believe in their atonement. They do not atone for one 
who rejects it. How so? If one brings a sin offering or guilt 
offering and says or thinks it does not atone, even if it 
was properly sacrificed he has not achieved atonement. 
When he repents from this rejection he must bring his 
sin offering or guilt offering again (Rambam Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:10). 


He said, | do not want it to be sacrificed — sb was 
apm: In a case where one says: | am responsible for 
the sin offering or guilt offering of so-and-so, if the latter 
agrees then the first individual sacrifices the offerings 
and the one who was obligated thereby achieves atone- 
ment. If he does not agree then the offering does not 
atone for him. This is based on the Gemara in Arakhin 
21b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
14:10). 


Only for those who repent - pawatby Kb: With regard 
to those who bring a sin offering or a guilt offering for 
their intentional or unwitting transgression, they achieve 
atonement only if they repent and confess. Likewise, 
Yom Kippur atones only for those who repent and con- 
fess. The halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Teshuva 11, and see Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 607:6, and in the comment of Rema). 
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The baraita rejects this opinion: No, if you said this is the halakha 
with regard to a sin offering and a guilt offering, which do not 
atone for intentional sins as they do for unwitting sins, shall you 
also say that this is the halakha with regard to Yom Kippur, which 
does atone for intentional sins as it does for unwitting sins? Yom 
Kippur effects atonement even in cases where offerings do not. And 
since it is the case that the atonement of Yom Kippur is far-reaching 
in that it atones for intentional sins as it does for unwitting sins, it 
follows that it may atone both for those who repent and for those 
who do not repent. To dispel this notion, the verse states: “Yet on 
the tenth day of this month it is Yom Kippur” (Leviticus 23:27). By 
means of the word “yet,’ the verse divided and limited the atone- 
ment of Yom Kippur so that it atones only for those who repent. 
This concludes the baraita. 


The Gemara analyzes this baraita. What is the meaning of: Those 
who repent and those who do not repent? Shall we say those who 
repent are those whose transgressions were unwitting, whereas 
those who do not repent are those whose transgressions were 
intentional? This cannot be the case, as the baraita teaches: No, if 
you said this is the halakha with regard to a sin offering and a guilt 
offering, which do not atone for intentional sins as they do for 
unwitting sins. Since the baraitais referring to the concepts of inten- 
tional and unwitting sins in this clause, the categories of those who 
repent and do not repent must have another meaning. 


Rather, the category of those who do not repent is like that which 
Ulla says that Rabbi Yohanan says: If one unwittingly ate forbidden 
fat and separated an offering for this sin, and became an apostate" 
and subsequently retracted his apostasy, nevertheless, since the 
offering was rejected from being sacrificed while he was an apostate, 
it shall remain rejected. Accordingly, the baraita is suggesting that 
the same applies to one who became an apostate and Yom Kippur 
passed: Even if he retracts his apostasy, the following Yom Kippur 
should not atone for his transgression. 


The Gemara rejects this interpretation: Granted, the offering is 
rejected from the altar, and therefore it cannot be sacrificed at a later 
stage. But the man himself is fit for atonement, and he can bring 
another sin offering. The Gemara suggests another interpretation 
of the baraita: Rather, it must be that the category of those who 
repent is referring to one who says: My sin offering should atone 
for me, and the category of those who do not repent is referring 
to one who says: My sin offering should not atone for me. The 
Gemara comments: Conclude from the baraita that a sin offering 
does not atone for one who states beforehand: My sin offering 
should not atone for me, in contradiction of the earlier statement 
of Rava. Since Rava was aware of this baraita, he must have retracted 
his opinion. 


HALAKHA 


Ate forbidden fat...and became an apostate, etc. - box 
3) Tawny... If one sinned unwittingly and set aside his 
sin offering, and then became an apostate before repenting, 
the same animal can be sacrificed as his sin offering when he 
repents. The reason is that animals are not rejected from being 
sacrificed, and just as in a case where the animal developed a 
temporary blemish and once healed was rendered fit again, 


the same applies if the owner was disqualified from bringing 
an offering and subsequently became fit again. The halakha 
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan but 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav, who maintains that 
living animals are not permanently rejected (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:8, and see Lehem Mishne and Kesef 
Mishne there). 
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The Gemara continues its analysis of this baraita by comparing 
it to another baraita. And the Sages raise a contradiction: One 
might have thought that Yom Kippur shall atone only for one who 
fasted on it and did not perform labor on it and declared it a holy 
convocation." With regard to one who did not fast on it, or per- 
formed labor on it, or did not declare it a holy convocation, one 
might have thought that Yom Kippur shall not atone for him. To 
counter this the verse states: “Yet on the tenth day of this seventh 
month it is Yom Kippur” (Leviticus 23:27); the additional emphasis 
of “it is” serves to teach that the day atones in any case. The ruling of 
this baraita disputes the one cited earlier, which states that Yom Kip- 
pur atones only for those who repent, and both are unattributed 
baraitot in the Sifra.” They are difficult, as they contradict each other. 


Abaye said: This is not difficult. This first baraita is the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, and that second baraita is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi in accordance with his own opinion. As it is taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: For all transgressions that 
are stated in the Torah, whether one repented or whether one did 
not repent, Yom Kippur atones. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi continues: This is the halakha except for one 
who divests himself of the yoke of God, by denying His existence, 
and one who impudently reveals facets of the Torah in a manner 
that departs from their true meaning, and one who nullifies the 
covenant of the flesh, i.e., circumcision. With regard to these, if one 
repented, Yom Kippur atones, and if not, Yom Kippur does not 
atone. This indicates that according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, Yom Kippur atones even if one did not repent. 


Rava said: Both this baraita and that baraita are the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi in accordance with his own opinion, that Yom Kip- 
pur atones even for those who do not repent, but even Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi concedes that with regard to the transgressions of violating 
Yom Kippur itself, e.g., if one ate or performed labor on Yom Kippur, 
that Yom Kippur does not atone for those transgressions. He must 
necessarily concede this point, as if you do not say so, then according 
to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, with regard to the punishment of karet 
for transgressing the prohibitions of Yom Kippur, since each and 
every hour of the day atones for one’s sins, how can you find the 
application of karet in this case? 


The Gemara questions this proof: And what is the difficulty? Per- 
haps you find a case where he performed labor the entire night of 
Yom Kippur and died at dawn, as in such a case there was no day- 
time of Yom Kippur, which is the part of Yom Kippur that effects 
atonement, to atone for him. The Gemara asks: That works out well 
with regard to the punishment of karet for transgressing at night; but 
with regard to karet for transgressing at daytime, how can you find 
these circumstances, i.e., how can he be liable to receive karet for 
transgressing in the day? 


The Gemara responds: And what is the difficulty? Perhaps while 
eating bread he choked on a chunk of meat he ate with it, and died, 
as there was not enough time in the day after his transgression to 
atone for him. Alternatively, it is referring to a case where he per- 
formed labor close to sunset; alternatively, it is referring to a case 
where as he was performing labor, the hoe with which he was work- 
ing cut his thigh and he died, as in these cases too there was no time 
in the day after his transgression to atone for him, either because it 
was no longer Yom Kippur or because he died immediately. 


Sifra — X9: The Sifra is a halakhic midrash on the book of Leviti- 
cus. Also called Torat Kohanim, it is a tannaitic interpretation whose 
authorship, or more specifically editorship, is uncertain. It has tradi- 
tionally been ascribed to Rav, which explains another title for this 
work: The Sifra of the School of Rav. Rav also taught this halakhic 


BACKGROUND 


midrash extensively, and its study became standard among the 
Sages to the extent that it is the most frequently cited work of hal- 
akhic midrash in the Talmud. The material in the Sifra apparently 
reflects the rulings of the school of Rabbi Akiva. Anonymous opinions 
in this work are attributed to Rabbi Yehuda bar llai. 


NOTES 


Declared it a holy convocation — x17 ix? 
wip: This means he sanctified the day in his 
prayers by reciting the formula: He Who sanctifies 
the Jewish people and Yom Kippur (Rashi). Others 
explain he sanctified the day by wearing clean 
garments (Tosafot, based on Shabbat 19a). Alter- 
natively, he refrained from performing labor due 
o the sanctity of the day, whereas the reference 
o one who did not declare it a holy convocation 
means he refrained from performing labor merely 
due to laziness (Josafot on Shevuot 13a, citing Rab- 
beinu Tam). Yet others explain that one who did 
not declare it a holy convocation means he dis- 
puted the determination of the court with regard 
o the date of Yom Kippur (Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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HALAKHA 


One who blasphemes [megaddef] - 41312: One who 
curses God while pronouncing one of His names tha 
may not be erased is called a megaddef and is liable 
to receive karet (see Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Avoda Zara 2:7). If he did so unwittingly, he does no 
bring a sin offering because he did not perform an 
action. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis. Furthermore, one who says that an objec 
of idol worship is a god is considered a megaddef even 
if he did not worship it. Both a megaddef and an ido 
worshipper are liable to stoning and are then hanged, 


if there are witnesses and they were forewarned (Ram- 


bam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 2:6-7 and Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 1:2). 
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§ The mishna teaches: And the Rabbis say: The halakha is the same, 
i.e. there is no obligation to bring a sin offering, even with regard 
to the one who blasphemes, as it is stated with regard to the sin 
offering: “You shall have one law for him who performs the action 
unwittingly” (Numbers 15:29), excluding one who blasphemes, as 
he does not perform an action but sins with speech. The Gemara 
asks: What caused the Rabbis to specify: Even one who blas- 
phemes, as he does not perform an action? Why do the Rabbis 
mention this explanation? 


The Gemara explains: The Rabbis heard that Rabbi Akiva teaches 
in his list of those who must bring a sin offering a necromancer, and 
he does not teach a sorcerer in his list, and therefore they said to 
him: What is different about a sorcerer that he does not bring 
an offering? It must be due to the fact that his transgression does 
not involve an action. If so, with regard to the sin of one who 
blasphemes as well, it does not involve an action. 


The Sages taught in a baraita (Tosefta 1:1): One who unwittingly 
blasphemes brings an offering, since karet is stated with regard 
to it. This is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. And the verse states: 

“Whoever curses his God shall bear his sin” (Leviticus 24:15), as 
the Gemara will explain. The Gemara asks: And is it an established 
principle that wherever it is written karet with regard to a mitzva, 
one who violates it unwittingly brings an offering? But there is the 
case of the mitzva of the Paschal offering, and the mitzva of cir- 
cumcision, as the punishment of karet is written for failing to 
perform them, and yet one does not bring an offering for failing 
to perform these mitzvot unwittingly. 


The Gemara answers that this is what Rabbi Akiva is saying: One 
who unwittingly blasphemes" brings an offering, since its punish- 
ment of karet comes, i.e., is written, in a place where the Torah 
discusses an offering, i.e., karet is mentioned in a passage that dis- 
cusses a sin offering (see Numbers 15:27-31). This is the statement 
of Rabbi Akiva, as he maintains: Since the verse should have 
written karet in general, i.e, without connecting it to bringing 
an offering, and yet this karet is written in a place where the 
Torah discusses an offering, conclude from it that the unwitting 
blasphemer brings an offering for his transgression. 


The Gemara analyzes the next clause of the baraita: And the verse 
states: “Whoever curses his God shall bear his sin” (Leviticus 
24:15). The Gemara explains: Here we arrive at the opinion of the 
Rabbis," and this is what Rabbi Akiva is saying to the Rabbis: You 
say that the transgression of one who blasphemes does not involve 
an action, as what is the case of one who blasphemes? It is one who 
blesses, i.e., curses, the Name, i.e., God. But if so, then concerning 
the punishment of karet that is written: “That person blasphemes 
the Lord; and that soul shall be cut off [venikhreta] from among his 
people” (Numbers 15:30), for what purpose does it come, if not to 
render him liable to bring an offering? 


NOTES 


Here we arrive at the opinion of the Rabbis, etc. - pad XOX 
"131: The commentary on the text follows the opinion of Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola. Rashi accepts a different version of the 
Gemara, according to which the megaddef mentioned in the 
verse is not a blasphemer, as maintained by Rabbi Akiva, but an 


idol worshipper, which accords with the later opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar ben Azarya. According to Rashi’s interpretation, when the 
Rabbis in the mishna refer to megaddef they are using Rabbi 
Akiva's terminology, despite the fact that they do not agree with 
his definition. 
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The Rabbis say to him: It comes to give the punishment of karet to 
one who curses God, in order to teach that the phrase: “Shall bear 
his sin,” written in the verse: “Whoever curses his God shall bear 
his sin” (Leviticus 24:15), is referring to karet, so that one can derive 
by verbal analogy that an individual who was obligated to bring a 
Paschal offering for the second Pesah and did not do so is likewise 
liable to receive karet. As it is written with regard to one who 
curses God: “Whoever curses his God shall bear his sin,” and it is 
written with regard to one who was obligated to bring a Paschal 
offering for the second Pesah" and did not do so: “That man shall 
bear his sin” (Numbers 9:13). Just as there, with regard to one who 
curses God it is referring to the punishment of karet, so too here, 
with regard to the Paschal offering it is referring to the punishment 
of karet. 


With regard to one who blasphemes, the Sages taught in a baraita: 

The verse states: “That person blasphemes [megaddef ]' the Lord” 
(Numbers 15:30). Isi ben Yehuda says: This is like a person who 

says to another: You cleaned [ geirafta] the bowl and rendered it 

lacking," i.e., the transgression of blasphemy is so severe that it is 

compared to one who does actual damage to God. Isi ben Yehuda 

maintains that the case of the blasphemer is identical to that of one 

who blesses, i.e., curses, the Name, i.e., God, which is a particularly 

severe transgression. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says that this is like a person who says 
to another: You cleaned the bowl and removed its contents, but 
did not render it lacking, i.e., the transgression of blasphemy is not 
compared to one who does actual damage to God. Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya maintains that the case of the blasphemer is the same as 
that of an idol worshipper, which is a less severe transgression. 


This dispute as to the nature of the transgression of the blasphemer 

is taught in another baraita: “That person blasphemes the Lord” 
(Numbers 15:30), and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: The verse is 

speaking of an idol worshipper. And the Rabbis say: The verse 

comes only to give the punishment of karet to one who blesses, 
i.e., curses, the Name, i.e., God. 


MISHNA = are some women who bring a sin 


offering of a woman after childbirth’ and 
the offering is eaten by the priests." And there are some women 
who bring a sin offering but it is not eaten." And there are some 
women who do not bring a sin offering at all. 


The mishna elaborates: The following women bring a sin offering 
and it is eaten by the priests: One who miscarries a fetus with a 
form similar to a domesticated animal, one who miscarries a fetus 
with a form similar to an undomesticated animal, or one who 
miscarries a fetus with a form similar to a bird; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: She does not bring a sin 
offering unless the fetus has the form of a person. 


HALAKHA 


Karet...with regard to the second Pesah - 3% npaa...m 13: 
With regard to one who unwittingly or due to circumstances 
beyond his control did not sacrifice the Paschal offering on 
Passover, if he intentionally neglected to sacrifice the Paschal 
offering on the second Pesah he is liable to receive karet (Ram- 
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:2, and see Ra’avad 
and Kesef Mishne there). 


Bring a sin offering of a woman after childbirth and the 
offering is eaten by the priests — boxn Jap niwan: Ifa 
woman bears a child or suffers a miscarriage and becomes 
ritually impure with the impurity of childbirth, she must bring 


the offering of a woman after childbirth and her sin offering is 
eaten. If she does not become ritually impure she is exempt 
from bringing the offering. With regard to one who miscarries a 
fetus that looks like a type of domesticated animal, an undomes- 
ticated animal, or a bird, if its face is like that of a person then it 
is considered a child and the woman is rendered ritually impure 
with the impurity of childbirth. If it does not have a human face 
itis not like a child and she is not rendered impure. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:6 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 10:8-9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 194:3). 
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LANGUAGE 


Blasphemes [megaddef] - "1312: Megaddef means to curse 
or blaspheme. Apparently, it can also refer to the act of 
cleaning a bowl with wide, sweeping hand motions. This 
term eventually became associated with one who pas- 
sionately questions a perspective, as though he uses an 
exaggerated sweeping motion to indicate his incredulity 
at the opposing opinion (Geonim). The Arabic root Gus, 
jdf, conveys both meanings of the word. 


NOTES 


Like a person who says to another, you cleaned the 
bowl and rendered it lacking - ivanb Wax DIKS 
amem MypA AMD ys: The commentary on the text fol- 
ows the opinion of Rashi, who says that the expression: 
Rendered it lacking, refers to the bowl itself, i.e., it is as 
hough the blasphemer harms the bowl itself, which is not 
he case with regard to an idol worshipper, who does not 
say anything about the name of God. Others explain to the 
contrary, that the expression: Rendered it lacking, means 
he blasphemer did not remove all the food, but left a little 
remaining. According to this opinion, the sin of blasphemy 
is less severe than idol worship, which leaves nothing on 
he plate, i.e., one denies God entirely. 


There are some women who bring the offering of a 
woman after childbirth — jay? Mixa w»: A woman who 
gives birth to a son is ritually impure for seven days. If she 
gives birth to a daughter she is impure for fourteen days. 
This is followed by thirty-three days in the case of a male 
and sixty-six days for a female, during which she remains 
ritually pure even if there is a flow of blood. The Torah obli- 
gates a woman to bring her offerings on the forty-first or 
eighty-first day, specifically a burnt offering and a sin offer- 
ing. A wealthy woman brings a lamb for a burnt offering 
and a young pigeon or turtledove for a sin offering, while a 
poor woman brings two turtledoves or two young pigeons, 
one for a burnt offering and one for a sin offering. Only 
after she sacrifices her offering is her purification process 
complete and is she permitted to partake of sacrificial food 
(see Leviticus 12:1-6). 


There are some women who bring a sin offering but it is 
not eaten — bors $Y) [DTP Mixa w»: This is referring to 
cases of uncertainty, as the mishna proceeds to explain. It 
is not merely an optional offering that serves to render her 
permitted to partake of sacrificial food if she so chooses. 
Rather, she is obligated to bring an offering in such cases 
of uncertainty. This is derived from a verse which com- 
pares this offering to the provisional guilt offering, which 
by definition is brought in cases of uncertainty (Rashi; see 
Nazir 29a). 
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——_____————_ NOTES 
Placenta — ww: A placenta itself is not a fetus, but there 


is a principle that every placenta has a child (Nidda 26a). 


Even if the placenta was cut open and no fetus is found, it 
is assumed that the fetus which was present has liquefied 
(Rashba in Torat HaBayit 7:6). 


BACKGROUND 
Woman who gives birth by caesarean section - Kyi’ 
})1: In ancient times these operations were not commonly 
performed on humans, but were occasionally performed 
to save a baby whose mother was about to die in child- 
birth. The Sages during the mishnaic period indicate that 


operations of this kind were performed on living women, 


who survived and even became pregnant again and bore 
additional children. 


66 


KARETOT : PEREK I: 7B: 3197’% p 


vow ix wow ix bnp nyaan 
TTIW [D1 JAINA KYY Dp 
PD Mes PITY 


Dy on Ka TA DT pr) 
pan ams) wes pan nos haw 
TOD NIK YY a WN TIN 
ass awed my mya my aw 
IPN -= nTa PAW VI ox 

OD AP Mw 


vow DIAT mwa paw sre 
D233 xn D4 oa on xbn 
DPU DIA ong pao mhg 
Krin Dya OF naan DUAN 
Jait syta D iyaw 21.27 


na" pay agy z anaw "A 
bet na Kby b py - DRT’ 
anib anaba paa Agaw) nyia 

ITON” 


With regard to a woman who miscarries a sandal fetus, i.e., one that 
has the form ofa flat fish; or if she miscarries the placenta;™" or an 
amniotic sac in which tissue developed; or a fetus that emerged 
cut, i.e., in pieces; and likewise a Canaanite maidservant, owned 
by a Jew, who miscarried;" in all these cases she brings a sin 
offering and it is eaten by the priests. 


And these women bring sin offerings but their sin offerings are not 
eaten: One who miscarries and does not know the nature of what 
she miscarried; and two women who miscarried," in a case where 
one miscarried a fetus of a type for which a woman is exempt from 
bringing an offering and the other one miscarried a fetus of a type 
for which a woman is liable to bring an offering, and they do not 
know which miscarried which type. Rabbi Yosei said: When is their 
sin offering not eaten? It is when both women went to different 
places within the Temple to bring their offerings, e.g., this woman 
went to the east and that woman went to the west. But if both of 
them were standing together, both of them together bring one sin 
offering, and it is eaten. 


These women do not bring a sin offering: A woman who miscarries 
an amniotic sac full of water," or one full of blood, or one full of 
different colors; and likewise a woman who miscarries a fetus with 
a form similar to fish, or grasshoppers, or repugnant creatures, or 
creeping animals; and a woman who miscarries on the fortieth 
day of her pregnancy; and a woman who gives birth by caesarean 
section.” Rabbi Shimon deems a woman liable to bring a sin 
offering in the case where she gives birth by caesarean section. 
G E M A From where do we derive that in the case 

of a Canaanite maidservant, owned by a 
Jew, who miscarried, she brings a sin offering and it is eaten? As the 
Sages taught in a baraita: The passage discussing the halakhot of a 
woman following childbirth begins with the verse: “Speak to the 
children of Israel, saying: If a woman conceives and gives birth to 
a male” (Leviticus 12:2). From this verse I have derived only that 
the full-fledged children of Israel are included in these halakhot; 
from where do I derive that a convert and a Canaanite maidser- 
vant are also included in these halakhot? The verse states “a woman,” 
which includes other women. 


HALAKHA 


A woman who miscarries a sandal fetus or the placenta, etc. - 
a>) wow ix bay nbs: If a woman miscarried a fetus in the 

form ofa flat fish which has a face, or if she miscarries the 

placenta, or an amniotic sac in which tissue developed, i.e., the 

form of a person was very thin and not clearly discernable, and 

likewise if her fetus emerged cut, i.e., in pieces, she is impure by 

the ritual impurity of a woman after childbirth, and she brings 

an offering and that offering is eaten (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:2, 6, 12, 14). 


A Canaanite maidservant owned by a Jew who miscarried — 
Tyan mndw: Gentile slaves are susceptible to the ritual impu- 
rity ofa gonorrhea- like discharge [ziva], a menstruating woman, 
and a woman after childbirth, like full-fledged Jews (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:10). 


Awoman who miscarries and one does not know...and two 
women who miscarried, etc. — Y71 px) nban.. DOWI 
a>) anw: If a woman experiences a miscarriage but does not 
know what she miscarried, she observes the ritual impurity 
status of a woman who gave birth to a female, even if she was 
not presumed to be pregnant. She brings the offerings of a 
woman who miscarries, but her sin offering is not eaten. The 
reason is that a sin offering of a bird which is brought due to 
uncertainty is burned, as she might not be liable, which would 
mean that this bird slaughtered in the Temple courtyard was 
non-sacred and it is prohibited to derive benefit from its carcass. 
Similarly, with regard to two women who had miscarriages, one 


of whom is exempt from bringing the offering while the other 
is liable, and it is unknown which woman experienced which 
miscarriage, each of them brings the offerings of a woman who 
miscarries, due to the uncertainty, and neither of their sin offer- 
ings is eaten. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
the first tanna, according to the explanation in Rambam’s Com- 
mentary on the Mishna that this tanna disagrees with Rabbi 
Yosei (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:7). 


A woman who miscarries an amniotic sac full of water, etc. - 
310° xba vow naan: With regard to a woman who miscar- 
ries an amniotic sac full of water, or full of blood, or full of differ- 
ent colors; and likewise a woman who miscarries a fetus with 
a form similar to fish, or grasshoppers, or repugnant creatures, 
or creeping animals; and similarly a woman who miscarries on 
the fortieth day of her pregnancy, there is no concern that any 
of these might be a fetus, and therefore she is pure from the 
ritual impurity of a woman after childbirth and is exempt from 
bringing an offering (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 10:2, 4, 5:15). 


A woman who gives birth by caesarean section — }D17 Kyi: 
A woman who gives birth by caesarean section does not have 
the ritual impurity of a woman after childbirth. She observes 
neither the days of impurity nor the days of purity. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:5). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the special emphasis in 
the mishna: And likewise a Canaanite maidservant? Why does 
the mishna deem it necessary to write this halakha? The Gemara 
answers: It might enter your mind to say that when we say: With 
regard to any mitzva in which a woman is obligated a Canaanite 
slave is also obligated in that mitzva, this statement applies with 
regard to a matter that is the same for a man and for a woman. But 
with regard to the offerings of a woman after childbirth, which is 
a category that applies to women but does not apply to men, one 
might say a Canaanite maidservant is not obligated to bring these 
offerings. It is for this reason the mishna taught the case of a 
Canaanite maidservant. 


§ The mishna teaches: These women bring a sin offering but their 
sin offerings are not eaten. It then teaches that in a case where one 
miscarried a fetus of a type for which a woman is exempt from 
bringing an offering and the other one miscarried a fetus of a type 
for which a woman is obligated to bring an offering, Rabbi Yosei 
maintains that if both are standing together they bring one offering 
together. The Gemara asks: What exactly do they do? The two of 
them bring one definite burnt offering, and a sin offering ofa bird 
due to uncertainty, and they each stipulate that if she is obligated 
to bring the sin offering the animal is hers, and ifnot then it belongs 
to the other woman. 


The Gemara asks: And is Rabbi Yosei of the opinion that a stipula- 
tion is effective in the case of a sin offering? But didn’t we learn in 

a mishna (23a): With regard to a situation where one of two women 

unwittingly ate a piece of forbidden fat and is obligated to bring a 

sin offering, but it is unknown which woman, Rabbi Shimon says: 

They both bring one sin offering together, and Rabbi Yosei says: 

They do not both bring one sin offering together. Evidently, Rabbi 

Yosei is not of the opinion that a stipulation is effective with regard 

to a sin offering. 


Rava said: Rabbi Yosei concedes that a stipulation is effective with 

regard to one who has not yet brought an atonement offering to 

complete the purification process, as is the case concerning a woman 

after childbirth. And likewise, when Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael 

to Babylonia he said that Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi Yosei con- 
cedes with regard to one who has not yet brought an atonement 

offering that a stipulation is effective. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this difference between 
the sin offering of one who has not yet brought an atonement offer- 
ing and standard sin offerings? The Gemara answers: There, with 
regard to a sin offering brought for a transgression, the man requires 
definite awareness of his transgression for him to be obligated to 
bring a sin offering, as it is written: “Ifhis sin, which he has sinned, 
be known to him” (Leviticus 4:28). Therefore, in the case where 
one of two women ate forbidden fat, they do not bring a sin offering 
together and stipulate that it should be for whichever of them ate 
the forbidden fat. But here, with regard to a woman after a miscar- 
riage, when these women bring their sin offering they do so only in 
order to become permitted in the consumption of sacrificial food, 
and therefore the stipulation is effective. 


The Gemara cites a proof that this distinction is in fact the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei: As it is taught in the latter clause of that mishna 
that Rabbi Yosei says: With regard to any sin offering that comes 
as atonement for a sin," two people do not bring it together. This 
indicates that if a sin offering does not atone for a sin, two people 
can bring it together. 


Any sin offering that comes as atonement for a sin — nixon bs 
xonby TNI NT: If two individuals brought a single sin offering 
together for their sins, it is not sacrificed for the sake of both of 
them. Rather, one waits until it develops a permanent blemish, 


HALAKHA 
at which point it is sold, and the proceeds are divided between 
them for the purchase of a sin offering for each. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:4). 
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§ The mishna teaches: And these women do not bring a sin offer- 
ing, and among them are a woman who gives birth by caesarean 
section. Rabbi Shimon deems a woman liable to bring an offering 
in a case where she gives birth by caesarean section. The Gemara 
asks: What is the reason of Rabbi Shimon? Reish Lakish said that 
the verse states: “But if she bears a girl” (Leviticus 12:5). The term 


“she bears” is superfluous in the context of the passage, and it serves 


to include another type of birth, and what is it? This is a birth by 
caesarean section. 


The Gemara asks: And as for the Rabbis, what is their reasoning? 

Rabbi Mani bar Pattish said that their ruling is derived from the 

verse: “If a woman conceives [tazria] and gives birth to a male” 
(Leviticus 12:2). The word tazria literally means to receive seed, 
indicating that all the halakhot mentioned in that passage do not 

apply unless she gives birth through the place where she receives 

seed, not through any other place, such as in the case ofa caesarean 

section. 


MISHNA“* woman who gives birth to a daughter 


counts fourteen days during which she is 
ritually impure. That is followed by sixty-six days during which she 
remains ritually pure even if she experiences a flow of blood. The 
Torah obligates a woman to bring her offering on the eighty-first 
day (see Leviticus 12:1-6). If the woman miscarries another fetus 
before that day, she is not required to bring an additional offering. 
In the case of a woman who miscarries a fetus on the night of, i.e., 
preceding, the eighty-first day," Beit Shammai deem her exempt 
from bringing a second offering and Beit Hillel deem her liable 
to bring a second offering. 


Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: What is different between the 
night of the eighty-first and the day of the eighty-first? If they are 
equal with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity, i.e., the blood 
flow of this woman on the eighty-first night renders her ritually 
impure and all the standard strictures of ritual impurity apply to her, 
will the two time periods not be equal with regard to liability to 
bring an additional offering as well? 


Beit Shammai said to Beit Hillel: No, there is a difference between 

that night and the following day. Ifyou said with regard to a woman 

who miscarries on the eighty-first day that she is obligated to bring 

an additional offering, this is logical, as she emerged into a period 

that is fit for her to bring her offering. Would you say the same 

with regard to a woman who miscarries on the night of the eighty- 
first day, where she did not emerge into a period that is fit for her 

to bring her offering, as offerings are not sacrificed at night? 


Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: But let the case of awoman who 
miscarries on the eighty-first day that occurs on Shabbat prove 
that this distinction is incorrect, as she did not emerge into a 
period that is fit for her to bring her offering because individual 
offerings are not sacrificed on Shabbat, and nevertheless she is 
obligated to bring an additional offering. 


A woman who miscarries on the night of the eighty-first day — 
IM) DW rind bean: If a woman gives birth to or miscarries 
one or many children, she brings one set of offerings for all of 
them, provided she gave birth to them all before completion 
of her term of impurity. How so? If she gave birth to a daughter, 
any miscarriages she has from the day of the birth until the end 


HALAKHA 
of the eightieth day are included in the first birth, and she brings 
only one offering. If she gives birth, becomes pregnant again, and 
miscarries on the night of the eighty-first day after her previous 
birth, she must bring a separate offering for that miscarriage. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:8). 
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Beit Shammai said to Beit Hillel: No, there is a difference between 
these cases. If you said this ruling with regard to a woman who 
miscarries on the eighty-first day that occurs on Shabbat, the 
reason is that although Shabbat is unfit for the sacrifice of an indi- 
vidual offering, it is fit for the sacrifice of a communal offering 
whose time is fixed, e.g., the daily offering. Would you say the 
same with regard to a woman who miscarries on the night of the 
eighty-first day, as the night is completely unfit, since neither an 
individual offering nor a communal offering is sacrificed at night? 


Beit Shammai add: And as for the ritual impurity status of the blood, 
i.e., Beit Hillel’s opinion that the two time periods are equal with 
regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity, this does not prove what 
the halakha should be with regard to offerings, as with regard to a 
woman who miscarries before the completion of the term of eighty 
days, her blood is impure like the blood of a woman after childbirth, 
and nevertheless she is exempt from bringing the offering. 


GEMA In continuation of the discussion of the 

mishna, it is taught in a baraita that Beit 
Hillel said to Beit Shammai: The verse states: “And when the days 
of her purification are fulfilled, for a son or for a daughter” (Leviti- 
cus 12:6). The entire clause: “For a son or for a daughter,’ is superflu- 
ous and serves to include the night preceding the eighty-first day, 
i.e, if she has a miscarriage at that point she is obligated to bring 
another offering. 


The Gemara relates: Rabbi Hoshaya would regularly study before 
bar Kappara. He then left him and came to study before Rabbi 
Hiyya.’ One day Rabbi Hoshaya encountered bar Kappara and 
raised the following dilemma before him: With regard to a man 
who experiences a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav], who is obli- 
gated to bring an offering on the eighth day of his purification for 
three discharges, if he saw another three sightings," i.e., experi- 
enced an additional three discharges, on the night preceding the 
eighth day, what do Beit Hillel say about this matter? Must the 
zav bring a separate offering for this impurity as he would if he 
experienced the discharges on the eighth day? 


HALAKHA 


A zav who saw another three sightings, etc. - 7X1 3t 
ADNI wow: If a zav who had already experienced three 
discharges experienced another three on the eighth night 
after counting seven clean days, he does not bring an addi- 
tional offering for these three discharges, as he has not yet 
reached a time fit for his offering. The night is considered 
part of a date whose time has not yet arrived in all cases, 
except for that of a woman who miscarried on the night of 
the eighty-first day, as she must bring an additional offering. 
This halakha is learned by tradition, as the verse cited by the 
Gemara here is not explicit in this regard (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 3:4 and Mahari Kurkus 
there). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Hoshaya, Bar Kappara, and Rabbi Hiyya - Mywin a7 
KYT 17 MIP Ta: Rabbi Hoshaya, referred to as Rabbi Oshaya 
the Great in the Jerusalem Talmud, was one of the greatest 
scholars of the transitional generation between the tannaim 
and the amora’im. He was the son and grandson of scholars, the 
son of Rabbi Hama and the grandson of Rabbi Bisa. He studied 
Torah with his father and with bar Kappara, and Rabbi Hiyya 
was his disciple-colleague. His greatest work was arranging 
collections of precisely worded baraitot, to such an extent that 
it was said that any baraita not taught in the schools of Rabbi 
Hiyya and Rabbi Hoshaya is unreliable. For this reason, he was 
called the father of the Mishna. He was a close associate of the 
house of the Nasi, and was on especially close terms with Rabbi 
Yehuda Nesia, grandson of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 

Rabbi Hoshaya had many students, the greatest of whom 
was Rabbi Yohanan, who studied Torah with him for many years. 
Apparently, Rabbi Marinos, one of Rabbi Hoshaya's sons, was 
also a Torah scholar. He continued to foster the strong relation- 
ship between his family and the house of the Nasi. 


Bar Kappara and Rabbi Hiyya were two of the most esteemed 
students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the redactor of the Mishna. 
Both were unique and important figures in their own right, and 
each compiled their own collections of baraitot in the format 
of the Mishna. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi himself approached these 
Sages to ask them various questions. 

Bar Kappara’'s first name is unknown, although some say he 
was the son of Rabbi Elazar HaKappar, and, being born after his 
father’s death was named Elazar as well. He was from the south 
of Eretz Yisrael. Excerpts from his collection of baraitot, called 
Mishnat bar Kappara, are cited several times throughout the 
Talmud. He was also famous for his sermons, and was a master 
of language as well. Several proverbs, poetic phrases, and words 
of prayer are recorded in bar Kappara’s name. 

Drawing on his sense of humor and sharp wit, bar Kappara 
would often direct amusing criticisms at the Sages, including 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi himself. For this reason, and despite his 
closeness to his teacher, bar Kappara was never ordained. He 
was well-versed in general wisdom and therefore was often 


sent to represent the Jewish community before the Roman 
authorities. 

Bar Kappara was considered to be so well-versed in the 
Bible that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi himself asked him about the 
meaning of certain verses. Because he was prone to issuing 
harsh statements, certain members of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
family were sometimes insulted by his comments. Yet Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi himself spoke very highly of bar Kappara, and 
was the first to offer a eulogy upon bar Kappara's death. Almost 
all the first-generation amora‘im were bar Kappara’s students, 
including his nephew, Rabbi Yehuda ben Padda. He lived, at 
least toward the end of his life, in the Galilee, and was buried 
in the city of Parod. 

Unlike bar Kappara, Rabbi Hiyya was born in Babylonia, 
from where he brought an independent tradition of Torah to 
Eretz Yisrael. Upon his arrival, he became close to Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, almost like a member of his household. Over the years, 
Rabbi Hiyya established his residence in Tiberias, where his 
academy was located. 
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HALAKHA 


A zav who experienced two sightings, etc. - bya a 
^d Nix MW: With regard to a zav who experienced 
two discharges, if he experienced three discharges on 
the eighth night after counting seven clean days, he 
must bring an offering for this impurity (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 3:4). 


Any sighting of ziva that negates - minipw m4 bs: 
Any discharge of ziva that negates the days of purity 
does not render a zav liable to bring another offering. 
How so? If he experienced two discharges and then 
did not experience a discharge for one or two days 
and started counting seven clean days during which 
he experienced another discharge, that last discharge 
does not combine with the first two to render him liable 
o bring an offering. Rather, it negates his clean days and 
he must start counting afresh. Even if he experienced 
hree consecutive discharges during his days of counting, 
and even if he experienced them on a single day, and 
even if they occurred at the end of the seventh day of his 
seven clean days, he does not bring an offering, as these 
discharges serve to negate his counting (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 3:4). 
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Rabbi Hoshaya explains the sides of the dilemma: Is the reason for 
the ruling of Beit Hillel that a woman who miscarries on the night 
preceding the eighty-first day must bring an additional offering due 
to the derivation from the verse, as it is written: “For a son or for a 
daughter”? But with regard to a zav who saw three sightings on the 
night preceding the eighth day, they deem him exempt, as in this 
case there are no superfluous verses from which one could derive 
this obligation. Or perhaps there is no difference between these 
halakhot, and just as awoman who miscarried on the night preceding 
the eighty-first day after childbirth must bring another offering, as it 
is the night preceding the day upon which she can bring her offering, 
a zav must likewise bring another offering for this impurity. 


Bar Kappara said to Rabbi Hoshaya: What does the Babylonian, i.e., 
Rabbi Hiyya, who came from Babylonia, say about this matter? 
Rabbi Hoshaya was silent and did not say anything. Bar Kappara 
said to him: Do we require the statement of Iyya, i.e., Hiyya? Let 
us review the earlier ruling, as the baraita teaches that the verse 
that states: “For a son or for a daughter” (Leviticus 12:6), serves to 
include the night of the eighty-first day. This indicates that the 
halakha applies only in the case of a woman after childbirth. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say this dilemma is subject to a dispute 
between tanna’im. With regard to a zav who saw three sightings on 
the night preceding the eighth day, it is taught in one baraita that he 
brings an additional offering, and it is taught in another baraita that 
he does not bring another offering. What, is it not the case that this 
is a dispute between tanna’im? As, the tanna of this baraita who 
taught that he brings an additional offering holds that night is not 
considered part of a date whose time has not yet arrived, and there- 
fore it is as though the eighth day itself has begun; and the tanna of 
that baraita who taught that he does not bring another offering 
holds that night is considered part of a date whose time has not 
yet arrived, and consequently it is not yet time to sacrifice his first 
offering of a zav. 


Rav Huna bar Aha said that Rabbi Elazar said: These tanna’im both 
hold that night is considered part of a date whose time has not 
yet arrived, and therefore a zav who experienced three discharges on 
the night preceding the eighth day does not bring another offering. 
And the ruling of this baraita, which taught that he brings an addi- 
tional offering, is stated with regard to a zav who experienced two 
sightings." Since this zav has completed his purification process, as 
he is not obligated to bring an offering, these discharges constitute a 
new instance of ritual impurity. And the ruling of that baraita, which 
taught that he does not bring another offering, is stated with regard 
to a zav who had experienced three sightings. This zav must bring 
an offering, and the time for the offering has not yet arrived on 
the eighth night. Therefore, he is not obligated to bring another 
offering. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If the ruling of that baraita is stated 
with regard to a zav who experienced two sightings, what is the 
purpose of stating this halakha? It is obvious that this is a new 
instance of ritual impurity. The Gemara explains: This is what the 
baraita teaches us: It is specifically if this zav saw a discharge on the 
night preceding the eighth day that he must bring an offering; but if 
he saw a discharge on the seventh day he is not obligated to bring an 
offering. This is because the tanna of this baraita holds: Any sighting 
of ziva that negates" the days of purity, i.e., which causes the zav to 
have to count seven clean days afresh, does not bring him to the 
point of being liable to bring another offering." 


Any sighting of ziva that negates does not bring him to being 
liable to bring another offering - AWIN PX MINI! my] bs 
ay? mpd: This principle does not take effect if one experiences a 
discharge on the night preceding the eighth day, as this discharge 
does not negate the counting of the first impurity. By the same 


NOTES 


token, this discharge did not occur at a time of liability to bring an 
offering for the first ziva, as one who experienced two discharges 
of ziva is not obligated to bring an offering at all, and therefore 
this discharge combines with the next two discharges to render 
him liable to bring an offering. 
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Rava said: Why did you interpret that which is taught in the 
baraita, i.e., that he does not bring another offering, as stating a 
ruling with regard to a zav who experienced three sightings? 
If that is correct, let the tanna teach this example in the list that 
appears in a mishna from the next chapter (9a): There are five people 
who bring one offering for multiple transgressions," i.e., for violat- 
ing the same transgression several times. The Gemara explains: The 
tanna did not include this case in that list because he could not state 
this halakha as a definitive ruling. As Rabbi Yohanan says: If the 
zav saw one discharge at night" and then two on the eighth day, he 
brings an additional offering for these discharges. By contrast, ifhe 
saw two discharges at night and one in the day, he does not bring 
an additional offering. 


Rav Yosef said: Know that if a zav saw one discharge at night and 
two in the day he brings an additional offering. This is because the 
first sighting of any zav is considered merely semen, since one 
who has a single discharge of ziva immerses on that day and is ren- 
dered ritually pure at sundown, like one who experiences a seminal 
emission. And yet if he sees two other discharges they combine 
with the first one to establish him as a zav and render him liable to 
bring an offering. The same applies in this case with regard to the 
eighth day. 


Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, said: Are the cases comparable? With 
regard to the first sighting of a zav, he saw it at a time of potential 
liability to bring an offering, which is why it combines with the next 
two discharges. By contrast, in a case where a zav sees one discharge 
at night preceding the eighth day, since he saw it when it was not 
the time of potential liability to bring an offering for the subsequent 
two sightings, as one who sees three discharges on the night preced- 
ing the eighth day does not bring an additional offering, were it not 
for the fact that Rabbi Yohanan teaches us that it combines with 
the other two discharges I would say it does not combine with them. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yohanan actually say that night 
is considered part of a date whose time has not yet arrived, as indi- 
cated by his ruling that if a zav experienced two discharges at night 
and one in the daytime he does not bring an additional offering? 


But doesn’t Hizkiyya say that if a nazirite contracted ritual impurity 
through contact with a corpse and underwent the purification 
rites, after which he must bring an offering on the eighth day, and he 
again became ritually impure on the eighth day" itself, he brings a 
second set of offerings. But ifhe became ritually impure on the night 
preceding the eighth day he does not bring an additional set of 
offerings, because he could not have brought the offering at night. 
And Rabbi Yohanan says: Even if the nazirite became ritually 
impure on the night preceding the eighth day, he brings a second 
set of offerings. This indicates that according to Rabbi Yohanan, 
night is not considered part of a date whose time has not yet arrived. 


The Gemara answers: When Rabbi Yohanan says that if a zav expe- 
rienced two discharges at night and one on the eighth day he does 
not bring an additional offering, he spoke according to the state- 
ment of the one who says that night is considered part of a date 
whose time has not yet arrived. He himself maintains that even if 
a zav experienced all three discharges at night he must bring an 
additional offering. 


Five people who bring one offering for multiple transgressions — 
May nivay by INN {IP pean nwan: Although a zav has not 
transgressed any prohibition, the halakha concerning him could 
still be included in that mishna, as his offering is labeled a sin 


NOTES 
offering. This reasoning is supported by the fact that one of the 
five cases is that of a woman who gives birth several times, whose 
offering is labeled a sin offering despite her not having transgressed 
any prohibition. 


HALAKHA 


If the zav saw one discharge at night, etc. - 7X7 
^a mya DNN: If a zav whose secretions ceased and 
who counted seven clean days subsequently experi- 
enced an emission on the eighth night and two more 
on the eighth day, these sightings combine and he 
is obligated to bring a second set of offerings. This 
is similar to a regular case of three sightings, as the 
first sighting of every zav has the status of semen. If 
he experienced two sightings of a zav on the eighth 
night and one on the eighth day, these sightings 
do not combine and he is not obligated to bring a 
second set of offerings. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 3:5). 


Became ritually impure on the eighth day - x23 
D#3: In a case of a ritually impure nazirite who under- 
went ritual purification, and again contracted ritual 

impurity on the eighth day, or even several days later, 
if he has yet to sacrifice his sin offering he brings only 
one set of offerings. The halakha is not in accordance 

with the opinion of Hizkiyya or Rabbi Yohanan, but in 

accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis on Nazir 
18b (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:15). 
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BACKGROUND 


Woman who has in her case...five births - ww wx 
nith wan...Poy: Since women are not commanded 
in the mitzva to ascend to Jerusalem for the pilgrim- 
age Festivals, they would rarely come to the Temple, 
perhaps once every few years. This is why the situation 
described here is plausible, where a woman arrives at 
the Temple bringing several offerings of a woman after 
childbirth or a zava. 


Dinar — 1: The source of this word is the Latin denar- 
ius, meaning ten, as a dinar consisted of ten issar. A 
dinar was a coin used widely in the Roman Empire. It 
weighed approximately 4.25 g. Historical sources assert 
that a gold dinar was worth twenty-five silver dinars. 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel - dyna 12 jyaw jar 
The reference here is to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel | 
who, following in the footsteps of his father, Rabban 
Gamliel the Elder, and his grandfather Hillel the Elder, 
served as Nasi. According to his own testimony (Avot 
1:17), he was raised among the Sages. Josephus relates 
that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel was appointed Nasi 
eighteen years prior to the destruction of the Second 
Temple. From the little that is known of him, he was a 
forceful yet pious individual. Aside from the story that 
appears here, it is related that he would dance at the 
Celebration of the Drawing of Water on the festival of 
Sukkot, when he would juggle eight flaming torches 
(Sukka 53a). 

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel supported the rebels in 
their revolt against Roman rule, and according to tradi- 
tion he was one of the Ten Martyrs, and was killed before 
the Temple was destroyed. His son, Rabban Gamliel of 
Yavne, served as Nasi after Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, 
while his daughter, Imma Shalom, married Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Hyrcanus. 
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The Gemara objects: If he spoke only according to the statement 
of the one who says that night is considered part of a date whose 
time has not yet arrived, it is obvious that no new offerings are 
required. What novelty did Rabbi Yohanan intend to express? The 
Gemara answers: It was necessary for him to teach the first case, of 
a zav who saw one discharge at night and two in the day. Lest you 
say: Since he saw the one at night when it was not the time of 
incurring liability to bring an offering, it should not combine with 
the other two discharges. Rabbi Yohanan therefore teaches us that 
the discharges do combine with each other. 


MIS HNA With regard to a woman who has in her 


case uncertainty concerning five births,"® 
and likewise a woman with regard to whom there is uncertainty 
concerning five irregular discharges of blood from the uterus [ziva], 
she brings one offering, and then she may partake of the meat 
of offerings. And the remaining offerings are not an obligation 
for her. If she experienced five definite discharges of a zava or 
five definite births, she brings one offering, and then she may 
partake of the meat of offerings. And the remaining offerings are 
an obligation for her. 


There was an incident where the price of nests, i.e., pairs of birds, 
stood in Jerusalem at one gold dinar,’ as the great demand for 
birds for the offerings of a woman after childbirth and a zava led 
to an increase in the price. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel’ said: I 
swear by this abode of the Divine Presence that I will not lie down 
tonight until the price of nests will be in silver dinars. Ultimately, 
he entered the court and taught: A woman who has in her case 
five definite discharges of a zava or five definite births brings one 
offering, and then she may partake of the meat of offerings. And 
the remaining offerings are not an obligation for her." And as a 
result, the price of the nests stood that day at one-quarter of a silver 
dinar, as the demand for nests decreased. 


HALAKHA 


A woman who has in her case uncertainty concerning five 
births, etc. — ^3) nith wan pap pyy wow myg: In the case 
of a woman who has uncertainty with regard to five births, or 
uncertainty with regard to five discharges of a zava, she brings 
one purification offering, and thereafter may partake of sacrificial 
meat; the remainder of the offerings are not obligatory for her. If 
she had five definite births or definite ziva discharges she may 


And the remaining offerings are not an obligation for her — px) 
main why NWIT: Some commentaries claim Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel agrees that by Torah law she is obligated to bring the 
remaining offerings. He decreed a temporary edict due to the 
exigent circumstances, in accordance with the verse: “It is time 
to work for the Lord; they have made void Your Torah” (Psalms 
1191126), which is explained (see Gittin 60a) as meaning that it is 
occasionally necessary to negate biblical precepts in order to per- 
form God's will. Alternatively, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel issued 
a permanent ruling, as the court has the authority to override a 
Torah law by instructing people to passively refrain from fulfilling 
it. In this case his aim was to prevent people from neglecting to 
bring offerings in general (Kesef Mishne). 

Others contend that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel disagrees 
with Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, as he maintains that the 
obligation to bring an offering in the case of one who has not 
yet brought an atonement offering to complete his purification 


NOTES 


partake of sacrificial meat after bringing just one offering, but 
in this case the remaining four offerings are obligatory for her. 
She is not required to say: | am bringing it for the last definite 
obligation, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Zevah 
Toda). The same halakha applies to a zav, contrary to the opinion 
of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 1:10). 


process is comparable to one who is liable to perform several 
immersions, as explained by the Gemara: Just as one immersion 
purifies an individual from several ritual impurities, so too, one 
offering is effective with regard to more than one birth (Josafot; 
Ra‘avad on Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:10; 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rashbam on Bava Batra 166a). 

Some explain that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel taught that 
a woman is permitted to consume sacrificial food after bringing 
a single offering, despite the fact that she remains obligated to 
bring the others. This ruling led to a reduction in the demand for 
nests (Tosafot on Bava Batra 166a, citing Rabbeinu Tam). According 
to this interpretation, the correct version of the Gemara should 
read: And the remaining offerings are an obligation for her. Yet 
others state that everyone agrees she brings only one offering 
by Torah law, and it was the Sages who decreed she must bring a 
separate offering corresponding to each birth. If so, Rabban Shi- 
mon ben Gamliel restored the Torah law as the halakha in practice. 
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GEMARA The Sages taught in a baraita (Tosefta 1:10): 


Ifa woman has the obligations of five definite 
births and five uncertain discharges of a zava," or five definite 
births and five uncertain births, she brings two nests, one for the 
definite obligation and one for the uncertain obligation. That which 
she brought for the definite obligation is eaten by the priests, and 
the remaining offerings are an obligation for her. That which she 
brought for the uncertain obligation is not eaten, and the remaining 
offerings are not an obligation for her. 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri says: With regard to offerings brought for 
the definite obligation, she should say: I am bringing the offering for 
the last definite obligation, and she is exempt from bringing the rest 
of the offerings. The reason is so that she should not think that no 
atonement is required for the others. With regard to offerings brought 
for the uncertain obligation, if there is a definite obligation among 
the uncertain offerings she should say: I am bringing it for the defi- 
nite obligation, and she is exempt from the rest. But if there is no 
definite obligation she should say: I am bringing the offering for any 
one of them, not necessarily for the last one, and she is exempt. 
Rabbi Akiva says: Whether she brings her offering for the definite 
obligation or whether she brings it for the uncertain obligation, she 
should say: I am bringing it for one of them, and she is exempt. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to Rav Pappa: I will say a statement 
to you in the name of Rava: With regard to these tanna’im, with 
regard to what matter do they disagree? Their disagreement is that 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, who requires her to bring the offering for 
her definite obligation for the last definite obligation, compares the 
offerings of a woman after childbirth to a sin offering brought for a 
transgression. As, one who is liable to bring five sin offerings does 
not achieve atonement until he brings all of them, and only the 
offering that he brings at the end atones for him. Here too, it is no 
different, and therefore she achieves atonement and may consume 
sacrificial food only if she brings an offering for her last obligation. 


And Rabbi Akiva compares the offerings of a woman after childbirth 
to immersions in a ritual bath. As with regard to one who is obligated 
to perform five immersions, once he has immersed one time he is 
purified. Here too, it is no different, and consequently as soon as she 
brings an offering for any of the obligations she is ritually pure and is 
permitted to partake of sacrificial food. 


Rav Pappa said to Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak: If it enters your mind 
that Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri compares the offerings of a woman 
after childbirth to a sin offering, why then, with regard to offerings 
brought for the uncertain obligation, should she say: I am bringing 
it for any one of them, and she is exempt? If one who is obligated 


If a woman has the obligations of five definite births and five 
uncertain discharges of a zava - pad Mia wan KT) nith way: 
With regard to a woman who has the obligations of five definite 
births and five uncertain discharges of a zava, or five definite births 
and five uncertain births, she brings two pairs of birds. The offering 


HALAKHA 


the remaining offerings are an obligation for her. The offering she 
brings for the uncertain obligation is not eaten, and the remaining 
offerings are not an obligation for her. After bringing her offerings 
she may partake of sacrificial meat, as stated in the baraita (Ram- 
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:10). 


she brings for the definite obligation is eaten by the priests, and 
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to bring five provisional guilt offerings, when he brings one offer- 
ing is he exempt from bringing the rest? But isn’t it taught in a 
baraita that this is the principle: In any case where one’s transgres- 
sions are divided with regard to sin offerings, i.e., where one must 
bring a separate sin offering for each act when he becomes aware 
that he has sinned, they are likewise divided with regard to provi- 
sional guilt offerings, when there is uncertainty as to whether or 
not he sinned? 


Rather, everyone agrees that we compare the sin offerings of a 
woman after childbirth and a zava to immersions, and therefore by 
Torah law it is sufficient for her to say: I am bringing it for one of 
them. And they disagree with regard to whether we are concerned 
for her negligence. Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri maintains we are 
concerned for her negligence. In other words, if she says: I am 
bringing it for one of my obligations, if she gives birth in the follow- 
ing years she might think that she does not need to bring an offering 
for each birth, and she will neglect to bring an offering. By requiring 
her to declare: I am bringing the offering for the last definite obliga- 
tion, the Sages thereby remind her that all her births require offer- 
ings. And Rabbi Akiva maintains we are not concerned for her 
negligence, and therefore it is sufficient for her to say: I am bringing 
the offering for one of them. 
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The primary topic of this chapter was the list of transgressions punishable by karet. 
Roughly half of these prohibitions are acts of forbidden intercourse, while the other 
half includes transgressions involving the desecration of God’s name, i.e., blasphemy 
and idol worship; the desecration of Shabbat and the major festivals of Yom Kippur 
and Passover; and the desecration of the Temple and its consecrated items. 


An individual who unwittingly transgresses one of the above prohibitions must bring 
a fixed sin offering, or a provisional guilt offering if he is uncertain of his violation. 
This does not apply to one who defiles the Temple by entering it while ritually impure, 
or its sacrificial foods by partaking of them while ritually impure. One does not bring 
a provisional guilt offering for the unwitting violation of these two prohibitions, 
since if one sins intentionally he is liable to bring a sliding-scale offering and not a 


fixed sin offering. 


There are also two positive mitzvot, the Paschal offering and circumcision, which 
if neglected do not render one liable to bring a sin offering, despite the fact that he 
is liable to receive karet, as neglect of these mitzvot does not involve an action. The 
Sages state that in general, one brings a sin offering only for performing an action, 
even in the case of violating prohibitions, although the exact definition of an action 
in this context is a matter of dispute. 


The tally and precise division of the prohibitions whose intentional violation entails 
the punishment of karet have ramifications with regard to one who has a single lapse 
of awareness involving several transgressions, as he must bring a separate sin offering 
for each prohibition he has transgressed. In this context it should be noted that the 
mishna does not provide all the details of the different prohibitions, as some are 
listed under broad categories, such as Shabbat, which includes many labors; and idol 
worship, which involves various prohibited acts. 


When one commits several transgressions of the same type, he brings a separate sin 
offering only for those violations that are categorized under different headings of 
prohibitions, whether this is explicitly stated in the Torah or learned by oral tradition. 
There are also certain cases where one is liable to bring a single sin offering despite 
the fact that he transgressed a prohibition with different items, e.g., one who eats the 
forbidden fat of an ox, a sheep, and a goat. 


A unique halakha applies in this regard to the sins of labor on Shabbat and idol wor- 
ship, as one who knows about the basic prohibition and unwittingly commits mul- 
tiple transgressions must bring a separate sin offering for each act, whereas if he was 
unwitting with regard to the prohibition itself, i.e., he was unaware that it was Shabbat 
or he thought that idol worship was permitted, he brings only one sin offering. 
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Over the course of the discussion concerning the details of transgressions punishable 
by karet, the chapter dealt at length with the anointing oil and incense. In addition 
to analyzing the prohibitions that apply to these substances, the chapter focused on 
their ingredients and the details of their preparation. 


The later part of the chapter discussed offerings that are categorized as sin offerings 
despite the fact that they do not atone for sins. Rather, they complete the purification 
process of a woman after childbirth, in order to permit her to partake of sacrificial 
foods. The mishna lists those cases where a woman who had a miscarriage must 
bring a certain sin offering, i.e., when the beginning of the formation of the child 
is recognizable or there are clear signs that a fetus was present. It further lists those 
instances where a miscarriage is not defined as a birth, and cases of uncertainty, 
where the offering is sacrificed but is not eaten by the priests. 


Like those instances where one must bring sin offerings for more than one sin, the 
chapter examined situations where a woman must bring several offerings for a num- 
ber of births or miscarriages. The Gemara concluded that if a woman is obligated 
to bring several offerings for uncertain births or miscarriages, she brings only one 
offering and is then permitted to partake of sacrificial meat. By contrast, if she was 
definitely obligated to bring more than one offering, although she brings only one 
offering and is permitted to partake of sacrificial meat, she remains obligated to bring 
the rest of the offerings. This is the basic halakha, although the commentaries dispute 
whether it applies by Torah law or by rabbinic law. 


Due to the high demand for birds for a woman's offerings, which resulted in an 
increase in price, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel decreed that in all cases she brings 
only one offering and is permitted to partake of sacrificial meat, and she is not obli- 
gated to bring the rest of the offerings. 


The line dividing one birth from another is the conclusion of a woman's days of 
purity, i.e., forty days after the birth of a male and eighty days after the birth of a 
female. In this chapter, the Sages engage in a dispute with regard to the halakha of 
one who miscarries on the night preceding the eighty-first day following the birth of 
a daughter, before the time to sacrifice her offering arrives. They concluded that it is 
as though the eighty-first day itselfhas begun and she must bring a separate offering 
for that miscarriage. 
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When any man has an issue out of his flesh, his issue is impure... And on 
the eighth day he shall take to him two doves, or two pigeons, and come 
before the Lord unto the door of the Tent of Meeting, and give them unto 
the priest. And the priest shall sacrifice them, the one for a sin offering and 
the other for a burnt offering. 


(Leviticus 15:2, 14-15) 
And if a woman have an issue of her blood many days... And on the eighth 
day she shall take to her two doves, or two pigeons, and bring them to the 


priest, to the door of the Tent of Meeting. And the priest shall sacrifice the 
one for a sin offering and the other for a burnt offering. 


(Leviticus 15:25, 29-30) 


If a woman conceives and gives birth... she shall bring a lamb of the first 
year for a burnt offering, and a pigeon or a dove, for a sin offering, to the 
door of the Tent of Meeting, to the priest. 

(Leviticus 12:2, 6) 


This shall be the law of the leper on the day of his purification... And on the 
eighth day he shall take two he-lambs without blemish, and one ewe-lamb 
of the first year without blemish, and three-tenth parts of an ephah of fine 
flour for a meal offering, mingled with oil, and one log of oil. 


(Leviticus 14:2, 10) 


When either man or woman shall clearly utter a vow, the vow of a nazirite, 
to consecrate himself unto the Lord... And on the eighth day he shall bring 
two doves, or two pigeons, to the priest, to the door of the Tent of Meeting. 
And the priest shall prepare one for a sin offering and the other for a burnt 
offering, and make atonement for him, for that he sinned by reason of the 
dead; and he shall hallow his head that same day. 

(Numbers 6:2, 10-11) 


And if any one sin... when he shall be guilty in one of these things, that he 
shall confess that wherein he has sinned; and he shall bring his guilt offering 
unto the Lord for his sin that he has sinned, a female from the flock, a lamb 
or a goat, for a sin offering. 

(Leviticus 5:1, 5-6) 


And whosoever lies carnally with a woman, and she is a maidservant, desig- 
nated for a man, and not at all redeemed, nor was freedom given her; there 
shall be an inspection; they shall not be put to death, because she was not 
free. And he shall bring his guilt offering unto the Lord, unto the door of the 
Tent of Meeting, even a ram for a guilt offering. And the priest shall make 
atonement for him with the ram of the guilt offering before the Lord for his 
sin that he has sinned; and he shall be forgiven for his sin that he has sinned. 


(Leviticus 19:20-22) 


This chapter deals with two main topics, both of which refer back to the major list 
cited at the beginning of the tractate of those liable to bring a standard sin offering. 
The first section of the chapter lists and categorizes other offerings which also provide 
atonement. Some of these are ordinary sin offerings that do not atone for a specific 
sin but rather complete a purification ritual, enabling the individual who brought 
them to partake of sacrificial offerings. Others are different types of offerings that are 
brought for a specific sin, such as a guilt offering or a sliding-scale offering. 


The second part of the chapter, which is clearly linked to the first, focuses on the 
guilt offering brought to atone for a forbidden act of intercourse with an espoused 
maidservant. This is the only offering that is brought to atone for a forbidden sexual 
relationship that is not included in the chapter concerning forbidden relations for 
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which one must bring a sin offering. The discussion of these matters, beyond their 
importance in their own right, serves to emphasize the unique features of standard 
sin offerings, which are the main subject of the tractate. 


The chapter starts by discussing the halakha of individuals defined as lacking atone- 
ment, which means that they have not yet brought an atonement offering to complete 
their purification process. The Rambam, in his introduction to the order of Kodashim, 
explains that these are individuals who are obligated to bring an offering due to an 
event that happened to them, as opposed to an action they performed. The offering 
renders them fit to partake of sacrificial offerings. 


The list of such individuals is seemingly straightforward, as the Torah itself details 
the cases: A zav, a zava, a woman after childbirth, and a leper. It must be established 
whether a convert is also included in this list, as he brings an offering in order to 
enter the covenant. In this context the Gemara discusses the offering of a convert 
and the manner of his conversion. Furthermore, the status of the offerings brought 
by a nazirite at the end of his term of naziriteship also require clarification. 


In addition to the basic feature of the standard sin offering, i.e., that it serves to 
atone for a sin, and the fact that it is brought only for sins whose intentional viola- 
tion entails karet, there are also other characteristics that distinguish it from other 
offerings which involve atonement. For example, a sin offering is brought only for a 
sin committed unwittingly, and one who commits a transgression several times must 
bring a sin offering for each sin that was committed in a different lapse of awareness. 
Furthermore, the standard sin offering is a fixed offering, consisting of a female 
lamb or a female goat, and there is no difference between the obligation of a wealthy 
individual and a poor one. By contrast, this chapter lists offerings that differ from 
standard sin offerings with regard to these characteristics. 


With respect to the guilt offering of an espoused maidservant, which is the second 
main topic of the chapter, several questions arise. The most fundamental issue is the 
definition of the phrase: “A woman, and she is a maidservant, designated for a man” 
(Leviticus 19:20). Is she a married woman, or does this term “designated” indicate a 
different type of relationship? Since it is prohibited for a Jew to marry a gentile, who 


is this man involved in this relationship with her? 


Another line of inquiry concerns the specific punishment given to this maidservant. 
In all other cases of forbidden sexual intercourse, the punishments meted out to the 
man and the woman are identical. By contrast, in the case of an espoused maidservant 
it is apparently only the man who must bring a guilt offering, whereas with regard 
to the woman the verse merely states that “there shall be an inspection.” What is 
the nature of this inspection, and what is the relationship between the halakha of 
the man and that of the woman? Is there any connection between them? Another 
expression used by the verse that does not appear in connection to other forbidden 
sexual relationships is “carnally”; this term also requires elucidation. 


These questions form the basis of a detailed analysis of the unique case of the 
espoused maidservant. The clarification of the differences between her and other 
women with whom relations are forbidden completes the discussion on forbidden 
sexual relations in general. 
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MI S HN A There are four individuals whose halakhic 


status is defined as: Lacking atonement 
[khappara],'" which means they had been in a state of ritual impu- 
rity and underwent rituals to purify themselves, but since they have 
not yet brought the requisite atonement offering to complete the 
purification process, they may not partake of sacrificial meat. And 
there are also four individuals who bring an offering for an inten- 
tional transgression in the same manner as they do for an unwitting 
transgression. 


And these are the four individuals who lack atonement: The man 
who experiences a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav], the woman 
who experiences a discharge of uterine blood after her menstrual 
period [zava],® the woman after childbirth,’ and the leper.’ In 
all four of these cases, although the individual has completed all 
of the other steps of the purification process, the process is not 
complete until the atonement offering has been brought. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: A convert" also lacks atonement, 
even after he has been circumcised and has immersed in a ritual bath, 
until the priest sprinkles the blood of his offering on the altar on 
his behalf. A nazirite" also lacks atonement with regard to his 
permission for drinking wine, and cutting his hair, and his expo- 
sure to ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, until his offerings are 


sacrificed. 
G E M A The mishna lists four individuals whose 
status is defined as lacking atonement until 
their offering is brought: The zav, the zava, the woman after child- 
birth, and the leper. The Gemara asks: What is different about a 
zav and a zava, that the tanna decided to count them as two sepa- 
rate cases? The Gemara answers: They are different due to the fact 
that the impurity of a zav is distinct from that of a zava, as a zav 
does not become impure if he has a discharge by accident, i.e., due 
to a cause such as an illness or having consumed certain foods, 
whereas there is no such exemption in the case of a zava; anda zava, 
unlike a zav, does not become impure by three sightings of men- 
strual-type blood on one day like she becomes impure by sightings 
on three consecutive days. 


LANGUAGE 


Atonement [kappara] - 793: The concept of atonement 
appears in the Torah in various contexts, usually as atonement 
for sin, but also as purification or the presentation of a gift. 
Rashi explains that the word is derived from covering, as in 
the verse: “And you shall cover it [vekhafarta]" (Genesis 6:14), 
because atonement covers a sin. Some Sages in the Jerusalem 


There are four individuals defined as lacking atonement — 
TWM Mat: There are four individuals who are referred 
to as: One who has not yet brought an atonement offering. 
Even after these individuals have been purified of their ritual 
impurity, have immersed in a ritual bath, and have waited for 
sunset, they are prohibited to partake of sacrificial meat until 
they have brought the requisite offerings and the blood has 
been sprinkled on the altar. The four are the zava, the woman 
after childbirth, the zav, and the leper (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:1). 


Convert — a: If a convert was circumcised and immersed 
himself but did not yet bring his offering, then although he 
is prohibited to partake of sacrificial meat until he brings the 
offering, he is not classified as one who has not yet brought 


HALAKHA 


Talmud apparently maintain that kappara means cleansing 
(Shabbat 1:3). Others explain that the word comes from ransom 
[kofer], i.e., the payment required to save one’s soul (Ramban). 
Some researchers relate the word to the same root in Assyrian, 
which means cleaning and scrubbing, as well as atonement 
for sin. 


an atonement offering. This is because his conversion is not 
complete until he brings his offering, which means that he is not 
yet a Jew. Once he becomes a Jew he is fit to partake of sacrificial 
meat. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna in the mishna, as explained by the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:2). 


Nazirite — %3: When a nazirite completes his term of nazirite- 
ship, he brings three animal offerings: A lamb as a burnt 
offering, a female lamb as a sin offering, and a ram as a peace 
offering. Once the blood of one of these offerings has been 
sprinkled upon the altar, he is permitted to drink wine and to 
contract ritual impurity from a corpse (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 8:1, 5). 
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BACKGROUND 


Zav and zava - 731131: The Torah (see Leviticus 15:33) draws 
a parallel between the halakhot of the impurity of a zav and 
those of a zava, despite several differences between them. 
The first difference is that a man is rendered impure as a zav 
only as a result of some sort of seminal discharge, whereas 
a woman requires a discharge of blood. Second, a woman 
becomes a greater zava only if she sees blood for three 
consecutive days, whereas the impurity of a zav depends 
on the number of discharges rather than on the number of 
days. Both a zav and a zava who see three discharges are 
full-fledged zavim, which means that they are obligated to 
bring an offering after the observance of seven days with 
no discharge. The Torah states that a zav renders impure 
not only those items he touches but also items he sits or 
lies upon, even if he does not come into direct contact 
with them. 


Woman after childbirth - nde: The Torah describes vari- 
ous halakhot that apply to a woman after childbirth if the 
baby was born vaginally, not by Caesarean section. She is 
considered ritually impure for seven days if she gave birth 
o a boy and for fourteen days if she gave birth to a girl. 
Later, after immersion in a ritual bath, she is ritually pure for 
he subsequent thirty-three and sixty-six days, respectively, 
even if she experiences uterine bleeding. Nevertheless, 
during this period of forty days for a boy or eighty days 
or a girl, she is prohibited from entering the Temple and 
may not partake of the meat of offerings. After the fortieth 
or eightieth day, she brings a purification offering to the 
Temple. This offering consists of a lamb that is in its first 
year, which is brought as a burnt offering, and a pigeon or 
dove, which is brought as a sin offering. If she cannot afford 
a lamb for the burnt offering, she may bring two doves or 
two pigeons, one as a burnt offering and the other as a sin 
offering. She is then permitted to enter the Temple and 
partake of sacrificial foods (Leviticus 12:1-8). 


Leper — ytixia: The halakhot of tzaraat, traditionally ren- 
dered as leprosy but not necessarily identified medically 
with that illness, are recorded in Leviticus in the portions 
of Tazria and Metzora (see Leviticus, chapters 13-14). They 
are detailed in the mishna in tractate Nega‘im, which deals 
exclusively with the different types of leprosy. The halakhot 
of the purification of a leper after he has been healed from 
his affliction are stated in the Torah (see Leviticus 14:1-32). 
Part of the ritual is performed outside the Temple, e.g., shav- 
ing his hair and the ritual involving two birds. The leper 
brings to the Temple a lamb for a guilt offering and a log of 
oil, and these are waved by the priest. 

After the guilt offering has been sacrificed, the priest 
applies some of the animal's blood to the leper’s earlobe, 
his right thumb, and his right big toe. Next, the priest takes 
some of the oil in his hand and sprinkles it seven times. 
Some of the remaining oil is placed on the earlobe of the 
leper, his thumb, and his big toe. Finally, part of the leftover 
oil is placed on the head of the leper. When all this has been 
performed, the leper sacrifices a lamb, or a bird if he cannot 
afford a lamb, as a sin offering, and a second lamb or bird 
as a burnt offering. 
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As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “When any man has a 
discharge from his flesh, his discharge is impure” (Leviticus 15:2). 
The term “from his flesh” teaches that the discharge is impure only 
ifit is due to an internal cause, and not due to his accident.” And 
furthermore, a zav becomes impure by three sightings of gonor- 
rhea-like discharge on one day like he becomes impure by three 
such sightings on three consecutive days, as it is taught in a baraita: 
The verse links the impurity of the male, i.e., a zav, to the number 
of sightings on the same day or on consecutive days, and of the 
female zava to the number of consecutive days on which she experi- 
ences sightings of blood." And by contrast, a zava becomes impure 
if she has a discharge by accident, and does not become impure 
by three sightings on one day like she becomes impure by sightings 
on three consecutive days. Therefore, the mishna counts them as 
two separate cases. 


The Gemara objects: But the impurities of a male leper and a 
female leper are also distinct, as a male leper requires letting his 
hair grow wild and rending his garments, as it is written: “His 
garments shall be rent and the hair of his head shall go wild” 
(Leviticus 13:45), and he is prohibited from engaging in sexual 
intercourse. 


And by contrast, a female leper does not require letting her hair 
grow wild and rending her garments, as it is taught in a baraita: 
The verse states: “He is a leprous man” (Leviticus 13:44): I have 
derived only that a man can be a leper; from where do I derive that 
awoman can also be a leper? When the verse states: “And the leper 
in whom the mark is” (Leviticus 13:45), without specifying a man, 
the verse teaches that there are two here, i.e., a man and a woman. 


The baraita asks: If so, why does the verse state: “A leprous man”? 
The baraita answers: The verse removed it from the matter stated 
earlier, and applied it to the matter stated later: “His garments shall 
be rent, and the hair ofhis head shall go wild,” to say that a man who 
is a leper lets his hair grow wild and rends his garments, but the 
woman who is a leper does not need to let her hair grow wild and 
does not rend her garments." And a female leper is permitted to 
engage in sexual intercourse, as it is stated: “And he shall dwell 
outside his tent for seven days” (Leviticus 14:8), and not: Outside 
her tent. 


HALAKHA 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 


And not due to his accident — ipyix nama Kh: A man is impure 
due to ziva only if it occurred not due to a defined reason. If 
the discharge was due to an illness, an accident, or some other 
reason, he is not a zav and is not impure, as stated in the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 2:2). 


The impurity of the male zav to the number of sightings, 
and of the female zava to the number of consecutive days — 
DOS TAPIT NYI NINII Tt Nx: If a man experiences a dis- 
charge of ziva, whether he has two or three sightings in one 
hour, or one sighting per day for two or three days, he is a full- 
fledged zav, because the ziva of a man is based on the number 
of sightings, not days. By contrast, a woman is not a zava unless 
she has sightings on two or three separate days. This ruling is in 


Mehusrei Kappara 2:7 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:7). 


A man lets his hair grow wild and rends his garments but 
the woman does not let her hair grow wild and rend her 
garments — m2731 nya TWRT prey DY yqa Wy: There is 
a positive mitzva for a leper to cover his head and upper lip 
like a mourner, rend his garments, and alert passersby that he 
is ritually impure. By contrast, a female leper does not let her 
hair grow, rend her garments, or cover her upper lip, and she 
is permitted to engage in sexual intercourse. Nevertheless, she 
too must alert passersby that she is impure. This halakha is in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzara'at 10:6, 8, 11:1). 
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The Gemara now resumes stating its objection: Therefore, let 
us count the male and female leper as two separate cases, as the 
mishna does with regard to the zav and zava. Why does the mishna 
not do so? The Gemara explains: With regard to a zav and zava, 
they are treated as separate cases because the essence of their impu- 
rity is distinct, as the impurity of a zav is based on the number of 
sightings of discharge, whereas the impurity of a zava is based on 
the number of consecutive days on which she experiences sightings 
of menstrual-type blood. By contrast, with regard to a male leper 
and female leper, the essence of their impurity is not distinct, as 
in both this case of a male leper and that case of a female leper, the 
impurity is based on a leprous mark which is at least the area of 
a split bean.” 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: A con- 
vert also lacks atonement until the priest sprinkles the blood of his 
offering on the altar on his behalf. The Gemara asks: And what is 
the reason that the first tanna does not also teach a convert, i.e., 
why does the first tanna not include him in the list of individuals 
lacking atonement? The Gemara answers: When the first tanna 
teaches those individuals who lack atonement, he includes any 
matter where the atonement offering completes the process of 
purification and thereby permits the individual to partake of sac- 
rificial meat. But when a convert brings his atonement offering, it 
is to qualify him to enter the congregation of Israel through 
marriage, not to permit him to partake of sacrificial meat. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the reason that the first tanna 
also does not teach that a nazirite lacks atonement? The Gemara 
answers: Ultimately, as well, when a nazirite brings his offering, 
it is to permit him to drink non-sacred wine, not to permit him to 
partake of sacrificial meat. 


The Gemara objects: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Ya’akov, who teaches a nazirite in the mishna’s list of those who 
lack atonement, because the nazirite brings his offering in order to 
permit himself to drink wine, let him also teach, i.e., include in the 
list, a ritually impure nazirite." The Gemara answers: A ritually 
pure nazirite brings an offering in order to render an action permit- 
ted, and therefore Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov considers him lacking 
atonement. By contrast, when a ritually impure nazirite brings his 
offering, it is not to render an action permitted, but rather to effect 
upon himself a new period of naziriteship in purity. 


§ With regard to the atonement offering of a convert, the Sages 
taught in a baraita: A convert is precluded from partaking of 
sacrificial meat until he brings his bird nest, i.e., his offering of a 
pair of birds, either pigeons or doves. Ifhe brought one young bird 
[perida]' in the morning," he may partake of sacrificial meat in 
the evening, and may bring the second bird at a later time. Further- 
more, with regard to all other cases in the Torah where bird nests 
are mandated as offerings, one of the birds is brought as a sin offer- 
ing and the other one as a burnt offering; but here, in the case of 
the convert, both of them are burnt offerings. 


HALAKHA 


This case and that case are based on a leprous mark at least 
the area of a split bean — D935 »XT1 NT: The measure for all 
leprous marks, both those of people and garments, is the area of 
a split bean, which is square. This is the requisite area for thirty-six 
hairs, six by six. If the leprous mark is smaller than this, it does not 
have the status of a leprous mark (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Tzara'at 1:7). 


A ritually impure nazirite — sap m: If a nazirite became ritually 
impure with one of the impurities for which he must shave his 
head, then a priest sprinkles the water of the red heifer on him on 
the third and seventh day, and he shaves his head on the seventh 
day and immerses after the sprinkling of the seventh day. He 
brings his offerings on the eighth day: Two doves or two pigeons, 
one as a burnt offering and the other as a sin offering, and a lamb 


in its first year as a guilt offering. He then counts the days of his 
naziriteship afresh from when he brought his sin offering; the 
lack of bringing the burnt offering and guilt offering does not 
prevent him from resuming his counting (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 6:11-12). 


If he brought one young bird in the morning, etc. — 7715 WT 

ADMIN NNK: If a convert brought one bird in the morning, he 

partakes of sacrificial meat in the evening and may bring the sec- 
ond bird at a later stage. His offering is an animal burnt offering; or 
two doves or two pigeons, both as burnt offerings; or two animals, 
one as a burnt offering and one as a peace offering (Rambam 

Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:2; Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 13:5; and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 1:6). 


BACKGROUND 

Split bean [geris] — Dra: A geris is a split grain or bean. 
When a bean ora grain is broken in half, its inner surface 
is flat and is therefore convenient for use as a measuring 
area. The Sages defined the bean mentioned here with 
regard to the mark of leprosy as the Cilician bean, i.e., 
from the Cilicia region, today identified as the broad 
bean or fava bean, Vicia faba (see Kelim 17:12). The area of 
this bean, which is considered particularly large, is equal 
to a square of nine lentils, three lentils by three, which 
is six by six barley grains (Nega‘im 6:1). In the Jerusalem 
Talmud (Ma‘asrot 5:3), Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel is 
cited as saying that this bean was square-shaped. 


Broad bean on a grid of 5 mm squares 


LANGUAGE 


Young bird [perida] — 7715: The commentaries ask why 
the Sages use the unusual term perida for a bird. Some 
explain that this bird is a single dove that was taken 
[nifrada] from a pair. Others explain that this is a special 
term for a single bird, perhaps from the Greek ntepidtoc, 
pteridios, meaning winged. 
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If so, then even a meal offering - "237m2 tor PDD: 
This suggestion is difficult; a meal offering is less signifi- 
cant than a bird offering, so why would one assume that 
the convert can fulfill his obligation with it? The Arukh 
LaNer explains that this suggestion is based on the fact 
that the requirement to bring this offering is expressed 
in the verse with the words “and will offer an offering 
made by fire of a pleasing aroma unto the Lord,’ without 
any further specification. Therefore, it should include any 
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The baraita continues: If, instead of birds, the convert brought a 
burnt offering from an animal as his obligatory offering, he has 
fulfilled his obligation, and if he brought a burnt offering and a 
peace offering, he has also fulfilled his obligation; but ifhe brought 
a meal offering and a peace offering, he has not fulfilled his obliga- 
tion. This is because a bird nest was stated in the Torah only to be 
lenient for him. Therefore, if he voluntarily brought an animal, 
which is more expensive, as a burnt offering, he has fulfilled his 
obligation. 


The Gemara asks: What is different about a meal offering and 
peace offering, that if the convert brings these he has not fulfilled 
his obligation? The Gemara answers: It is as it is written: “And if a 
stranger dwell with you, or whosoever may be among you, through- 
out your generations, and will offer an offering made by fire of a 
pleasing aroma unto the Lord; as you do, so he shall do” (Numbers 
15:14). From this verse it is derived: Just as you brought a burnt 
offering and a peace offering when you entered the covenant on 
Mount Sinai, as it is stated: “And they sacrificed burnt offerings, and 
they sacrificed peace offerings” (Exodus 24:5), so too, a convert 
must bring a burnt offering and a peace offering. 


The Gemara objects: If so, in a case where he brought one offering 
from an animal for his obligation, that should not be enough for 
him, as isn’t it written: “As you do, so he shall do,” which teaches 
that he must bring both a burnt offering and a peace offering? Why, 
then, does the baraita state that a single burnt offering from an 
animal is sufficient? Rav Pappa says: One can say that this is 
derived from an a fortiori inference: If a bird offering was included 
as an inexpensive way for a convert to fulfill his obligation, would 
the Torah not all the more so include a more expensive animal 
burnt offering? 


The Gemara objects: If so, then even a meal offering" should fulfill 
the convert’s obligation. The Gemara answers: The verse restricts 
the acceptable offerings, excluding a meal offering, as it states: “Just 
as you do, so he shall do,” meaning that he must not do less than 
that. 


The Gemara asks: And where was a bird offering included as an 
option? The Gemara answers that this is as the Sages taught in a 
baraita: The verse states: “As you do, so he shall do” (Numbers 
15:14): Just as you entered the covenant with a burnt offering and 
a peace offering, so too, a convert fulfills his obligation with a burnt 
offering and a peace offering, as it is stated: “As you are, so shall 
the stranger be” (Numbers 15:15). From where is it derived to 
include the option of the bird offering instead of an animal? The 
verse states: “An offering made by fire, of a pleasing aroma unto 
the Lord” (Numbers 15:14). Which item is an offering that is 
entirely for the Lord? You must say: This is referring to a bird 
burnt offering, which is entirely consumed upon the altar. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that I include as 
an option even a meal offering, which would not be entirely con- 
sumed on the altar. Therefore, the verse states: “So he shall do,” to 
exclude a meal offering. 
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It is taught in another baraita: The verse states: “And if a stranger 
sojourn with you, or whoever may be among you, throughout your 
generations, and will offer an offering made by fire, of a pleasing 
aroma unto the Lord, as you do, so he shall do” (Numbers 15:14). 
From this verse I would derive that he fulfills his obligation with 
any offering that is brought on the fire of the altar, even a meal 
offering. Therefore, to negate that interpretation, the verse states: 

“As you do, so he shall do,” which teaches that just as you entered 
the covenant with types of offerings whose blood is sprinkled on 
the altar, so too must they, converts, bring types of offerings whose 
blood is sprinkled on the altar. 


The baraita continues: If so, why not derive similarly: Just as you 

entered the covenant with a burnt offering and a peace offering, 
so too, they must enter the covenant with a burnt offering and a 

peace offering? How is it derived that a convert may fulfill his 

obligation with a single burnt offering from an animal? The baraita 

answers that the verse states: “As you are, so shall the stranger be 

before the Lord” (Numbers 15:15). This serves to emphasize: I com- 
pared him to you in order to derive that just like you, he too must 
bring types of offerings whose blood is sprinkled on the altar, but I 
did not extend this comparison to another matter, i.e., to insist that 
his offerings must be identical to all of your offerings. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The offering of 
a convert is derived from the verse: “As you are, so shall the stranger 
be” (Numbers 15:15), which means as your ancestors were:" Just as 
your ancestors entered the covenant only through circumcision 
and immersion in a ritual bath and the sprinkling of blood on the 
altar, so too they may enter the covenant only through circumci- 
sion and immersion and the sprinkling of some blood, which 
requires at least a bird offering. 


The baraita adds: And it is impossible to bring only one young bird 
as an offering, as we have not found an offering of a single bird 
anywhere in the entire Torah. Consequently, if the requirement for 
the sprinkling of blood is fulfilled with a bird offering, the convert 
must bring at least two birds. By contrast, ifhe chooses he may bring 
a single animal as a burnt offering, because a bird nest was stated 
in the Torah only in order to be lenient for him. 


The Gemara challenges Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s statement: And is 
it true that we have not found an offering of an individual bird 
anywhere in the Torah? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: The verse 
states with regard to a bird sacrificed as a burnt offering: “And the 
priest shall sacrifice it” (Leviticus 1:15). Why must the verse state 
this? Since it is stated about doves: “And he shall sacrifice his 
offering of doves” (Leviticus 1:14), in the plural, I might derive from 
here that the one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 
bird as a burnt offering, shall not bring less than two young birds. 
Therefore, the verse states: “And the priest shall sacrifice it” (Levit- 
icus 1:15), in the singular, to teach that one may bring a gift offering 
of even one single young bird. The Gemara responds: In any event, 
we have not found an obligatory offering of just one bird. 


The Gemara challenges this assertion as well: But isn’t there the 
offering of a woman after childbirth, who brings a single pigeon 
or dove as a sin offering (Leviticus 12:6)? The Gemara answers: 
This is not difficult, because in that case there is a lamb with it as 
part of her offerings; the bird is not brought as a complete offering 
by itself. 


HALAKHA 


As you are, as your ancestors, etc. — ^3) DXNÌIX 032: Just 
as the Jews originally entered the covenant through “three 
rites: Circumcision in Egypt, immersion in a ritual bath, and an 
offering before the giving of the Torah, so too, a gentile who 
wishes to convert and accept upon himself the yoke of Torah 
and mitzvot must undergo circumcision, immerse himself in 
the presence of a court, and bring an offering. A female must 


perform immersion and bring the offering. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. If the 
gentile underwent circumcision but did not immerse, or if he 
immersed but did not undergo circumcision, he is not a convert 
at all (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 13:1-4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 268:1). 
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HALAKHA 
A convert in the present time — 717 p312 13: Nowadays, a 
convert must perform immersion and circumcision, and 
when the Temple will be rebuilt he shall bring his offering. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai and Rabbi Shimon that he does not 
set aside one-quarter of a dinar for his pair of birds. Nev- 
ertheless, he must certainly bring his offering when the 
Temple is rebuilt (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 13:5 and Maggid Mishne there). 


Both a ger toshav and a resident male or female slave 
may perform labor on Shabbat - amy) awin 73 TMs 
nava max poiy paving MAN) TAY: “A ger toshav, and 
likewise the slave ofa Jew who has not been circumcised 
and has not immersed but has accepted upon himself the 
seven Noahide mitzvot, are permitted to perform labor 
on Shabbat for themselves. They may even do so in public, 
in the manner of Jews on weekdays. Nevertheless, they 
may not perform work for a Jew, even if he is not their 
master. The halakha is in accordance with the statement 
of Rabbi Shimon, as Rav Adda bar Ahava ruled in accor- 
dance with his opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 20:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 304:1). 


NOTES 


A gentile who resides in Eretz Yisrael and observes the 
seven Noahide mitzvot [ger toshav] - awin ra: The term 
ger toshav refers to any gentile who is permitted to settle 
among the Jewish people in Eretz Yisrael (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 14:7). The extent of the com- 
mitment required of this gentile is subject to a dispute in 
tractate Avoda Zara (64b): Rabbi Meir maintains that this 
gentile must accept upon himself not to worship idols, as 
Rashi explains here. Other Sages contend that this gentile 
must accept the seven Noahide mitzvot, which include 
the prohibition of idol worship, and the Rambam holds 
similarly. Yet other Sages rule that this gentile must accept 
all the mitzvot of the Torah, except for the prohibition of 
eating unslaughtered animals. 
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The Gemara returns to the main part of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
statement. The Master said: Just as your ancestors entered the 
covenant only through circumcision, immersion in a ritual bath, 
and the sprinkling of blood, converts must do the same. The 
Gemara objects: Granted, they underwent circumcision prior to 
entering the covenant, as it is written: “For all the nation that 
left Egypt was circumcised” (Joshua 5:5). Alternatively, it may 
be derived from here, a verse describing the redemption from 
Egypt: “And when I passed by you, and saw you wallowing in 
your blood, I said unto you: In your blood, live; and I said unto 
you: In your blood, live” (Ezekiel 16:6). The Sages interpret the 
double mention of blood in this verse as referring to the blood of 
the Paschal offering and the blood of circumcision. 


The Gemara continues: And granted as well, they entered the 
covenant through the sprinkling of blood, as it is written: “And 
he sent the young men of the children of Israel, and they sacri- 
ficed burnt offerings, and they sacrificed peace offerings” (Exodus 
24:5). The Gemara asks: But from where do we derive that 
immersion in a ritual bath was also part of the process of entering 
the covenant? The Gemara answers: As it is written: “And Moses 
took half the blood... and sprinkled it on the people” (Exodus 
24:6-8), and there is no sprinkling of sacrificial blood without 
immersion. 


The Gemara objects: If that is so, that these three rituals are 
required by Torah law for a convert to enter the congregation, then 
now, in our time, when there are no offerings, we not should 
have the ability to accept converts. In response, Rav Aha bar 
Ya’akov says that the verse states: “And if a stranger sojourn 
with you, or whosoever may be among you, throughout your 
generations” (Numbers 15:14). This teaches that converts may 
be accepted throughout the generations, even when there is no 
Temple and sacrificial offerings are therefore impossible. 


§ With regard to the offerings of a convert, the Sages taught in a 
baraita: A convert in the present time" is required to set aside 
a quarter of a dinar for his bird nest, so that when the Temple is 
rebuilt he can purchase the offering with this money. Rabbi Shi- 
mon says: Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai already assembled a 
panel of Sages who voted and nullified this ordinance, due to a 
potential mishap. If one would inadvertently use such money, he 
would be liable for the misuse of consecrated property. Rav Idi 
bar Gershom says that Rav Adda bar Ahava says: The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who says 
that a convert should not set aside money for the purchase of 
offerings. 


The Gemara comments: And there are those who teach this 
statement of Rav Adda bar Ahava with regard to this case, as the 
Sages taught in a baraita: A gentile who resides in Eretz Yisrael 
and observes the seven Noahide mitzvot [ ger toshav]" is per- 
mitted to perform labor on Shabbat for himself in the same 
manner that a Jew is permitted to perform labor on the interme- 
diate days of a Festival, i.e., only for matters that, if unattended, 
will result in significant loss. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Akiva says: A ger toshav may per- 
form labor on Shabbat in the same manner that a Jewis permitted 

to perform labor ona Festival, i.e., only for the purpose of prepar- 
ing food. Rabbi Yosei says: A ger toshav may perform labor on 

Shabbat for himself in the same manner that a Jew is permitted 

to perform labor on a weekday. Rabbi Shimon says: Both a ger 
toshav and a resident male or female slave may perform labor 

on Shabbat" for themselves in the same manner that a Jew may 
perform labor on a weekday. According to this tradition, it is in 

relation to this baraita that Rav Adda bar Ahava said that the 

halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 
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MI SHN A These individuals bring an offering for an 


intentional transgression in the same man- 
ner as they do for an unwitting transgression: One who engages 
in intercourse with an espoused maidservant," who is liable to 
bring a guilt offering (see Leviticus 19:20-22); and a nazirite who 
became ritually impure," who is required to bring a sheep as a guilt 
offering and two doves or two pigeons, one as a sin offering and 
one as a burnt offering (see Numbers 6:9-12); and one who falsely 
takes the oath of testimony," asserting that he does not have any 
testimony to provide on a given issue (see Leviticus 5:1); and one 
who falsely takes the oath on a deposit," asserting that an item 
belonging to another is not in his possession (see Leviticus 5:21-26). 


There are five individuals who bring one offering for several trans- 
gressions, i.e., for violating the same transgression several times; 
and there are five individuals who bring a sliding-scale offering,” 
which is determined based on the financial status of the sinner. 
These are the five individuals who bring one offering for several 
transgressions: First, one who engages in several acts of inter- 
course with an espoused maidservant, and second, a nazirite who 
became ritually impure due to several instances of contact with 
ritual impurity. 


The mishna teaches that one who engages 
GEMARA a 


in intercourse with an espoused maidser- 
vant brings an offering for an intentional transgression as he does 
for an unwitting transgression. The Gemara asks: From where do 
we derive this? 


As the Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And the priest 
shall make atonement for him with the ram of the guilt offering 
before the Lord for his sin that he has sinned” (Leviticus 19:22). 
The superfluous phrase: That he has sinned, teaches that he brings 
one offering for several transgressions. Furthermore, the verse 
concludes: “With the ram of the guilt offering before the Lord 
for his sin that he has sinned; and he shall be forgiven for his sin 
that he has sinned.” The second occurrence of the phrase “that he 
has sinned” serves to render the halakha with regard to an unwit- 
ting transgression the same as it is with regard to an intentional 
transgression, that one brings a guilt offering in either case. 


§ The mishna teaches: A nazirite who became ritually impure 
brings an offering for an intentional transgression as he does for an 
unwitting transgression. The Gemara asks: From where do we 
derive this? 


The Gemara answers: It is as it is written with regard to a nazirite: 
“And if any man die unexpectedly [befeta], suddenly [pitom] 
beside him” (Numbers 6:9). When the verse states: “Unexpect- 
edly,” this is referring to an unwitting transgression, and similarly, 
it states: “But if he thrust him unexpectedly without enmity” 
(Numbers 35:22). And when the verse states: “Suddenly,” this is 
referring to circumstances beyond his control, and similarly, it 
states: “And the Lord spoke suddenly to Moses, and to Aaron, and 
to Miriam: Come out you three to the Tent of Meeting. And they 
three came out” (Numbers 12:4). The Lord’s speech came to them 
suddenly, in a manner that was beyond their control. 


Sliding-scale offering - 771 aby 12%: This offering is unique in 
that the type of offering required depends on the financial status 
of the sinner. One with sufficient means is required to bring a sin 


BACKGROUND 


afford such an offering brings a pair of birds instead, one as a burnt 
offering and one as a sin offering. One who cannot afford even a 
pair of birds brings a meal offering. 


offering of a female lamb or goat. A poor person who is unable to 


HALAKHA 


One who engages in intercourse with an espoused 
maidservant — 7nawa by ai: One who engages 
in sexual intercourse with an espoused maidservant 
must bring a definite guilt offering, whether he did 
so unwittingly or intentionally. This ruling applies 
only if she was an adult and she engaged in inter- 
course intentionally and it was not anal intercourse. 
If he engaged in intercourse with her on numerous 
occasions he brings one guilt offering, which effects 
atonement for all the acts of intercourse (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:1, 5). 


Anazirite who became ritually impure — xiapaw 13: 
A nazirite who became ritually impure must bring a 
definite guilt offering, whether he did so unwittingly or 
intentionally. Even if he contracted impurity on several 
occasions, he brings a single offering (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:1 and Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 6:3, 15). 


The oath of testimony — my7 nyiaw: In a case 
where witnesses to an event are told by the party 
involved to testify on his behalf and they deny knowl- 
edge of it and take an oath to that effect, whether 
they acted intentionally or unwittingly, i.e., they did 
not know that their sin renders them liable to bring 
an offering, when it is later established that they took 
a false oath they must bring a sliding-scale offering 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Shevuot 1:12—13). 


The oath on a deposit — 11797 ny1Aw: In the case of 
one who takes a false oath on a deposit, whether he 
did so intentionally or he did so unwittingly, i.e., he 
did not know that this sin renders him liable to bring 
an offering, he must bring a guilt offering in addition 
to the payment of the principal and the additional 
one-fifth payment (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Shevuot 1:9-11). 
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It is taught in another baraita: “Suddenly”; this is referring to 
an intentional transgression, and similarly the verse states: “A 
prudent man sees the evil, and hides himself; but the thought- 
less pass on, and are punished” (Proverbs 22:3). The tanna 
interprets the expression “the thoughtless [peta’im]” as related to 
the word “suddenly [pitom], and one can be punished, as the 
thoughtless are punished in the verse, but only for an intentional 
transgression. 


The Gemara objects: Let the verse write simply: “Suddenly 
[pitom]; as this term indicates unwitting transgression, and it 
also indicates intentional transgression, and it also indicates 
transgression due to circumstances beyond his control. The 
Gemara elaborates: “Suddenly” indicates intentional transgres- 
sion and transgression due to circumstances beyond his control, 
as the tanna said in the baraitot earlier; and it also indicates 
unwitting transgression, as it is written: “The thoughtless one 
[peti] believes every word” (Proverbs 14:15), and because he is 
misinformed, his transgression is unwitting. And if so, let the 
verse not write: Unexpected [peta]. 


The Gemara explains: If the verse had written only “suddenly,” 
which indicates unwitting transgression, and also indicates 
intentional transgression, and also indicates transgression due 
to circumstances beyond his control, I would say: When a 
nazirite brings an offering, it is in a situation where he trans- 
gressed unwittingly, as is the case for all mitzvot in the entire 
Torah, that one is generally liable to bring an offering for an 
unwitting transgression; but for a transgression due to circum- 
stances beyond his control or an intentional transgression, I 
would say the nazirite is not liable to bring an offering. 


Therefore, the Merciful One wrote: Unexpected, which is a term 
that indicates unwitting transgression, in order to reveal about 
the word “suddenly” that it is a term that indicates transgression 
due to circumstances beyond his control or intentional trans- 
gression. Consequently, it teaches that even in this case the 
Merciful One rendered him liable to bring an offering. 


§ The mishna teaches that one who falsely takes the oath of 
testimony brings an offering for an intentional transgression in 
the same manner as he does for an unwitting transgression. 
The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this halakha? The 
Gemara answers that it is as the Sages taught in a baraita: With 
regard to all those who are liable to bring a sliding-scale offering, 
it is stated: “And it be hid from him” (see Leviticus 5:2-4). But 
here, with regard to the oath of testimony (Leviticus 5:1), itis not 
stated: And it be hid from him. This omission serves to render 
him liable for an unwitting transgression in the same manner as 
an intentional transgression. 


The mishna teaches that one who falsely takes the oath on a 
deposit brings an offering for an intentional transgression as he 
does for an unwitting transgression. The Gemara asks: From 
where do we derive this halakha? The Gemara answers: The 
tanna derives it from a verbal analogy between the term “shall 
sin,’ stated with regard to an oath on a deposit (Leviticus 5:21), 
and the term “shall sin,” stated with regard to the oath of testi- 
mony (Leviticus 5:1). It is derived from this verbal analogy that 
just as in the case of the oath of testimony one is liable for com- 
mitting an intentional transgression in the same manner as an 
unwitting transgression, the same applies to the oath on a deposit. 


§ The mishna teaches: There are five individuals who bring one 
offering for several transgressions, i.e., for violating the same 
transgression several times. Among them, the tanna teaches: 
One who engages in several acts ofintercourse with an espoused 
maidservant. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive 
this halakha? 
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The Gemara answers: It is as the Sages taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “And the priest shall make atonement for him with the 
ram of the guilt offering before the Lord for his sin that he has 
sinned” (Leviticus 19:22). The superfluous phrase “that he has sinned” 
teaches that he brings one offering for several transgressions. Fur- 
thermore, the verse concludes: “With the ram of the guilt offering 
before the Lord for his sin that he has sinned; and he shall be for- 
given for his sin that he has sinned.” The second instance of the 
phrase “that he has sinned” serves to render the halakha with regard 
to an intentional transgression the same as it is with regard to an 
unwitting transgression, that one brings a guilt offering in either case. 


The Gemara objects: But when this verse is written, it is written with 

regard to an intentional transgression, as the verse states: “There 

shall be an inspection” (Leviticus 19:20), which indicates a punish- 
ment of lashes, and lashes are given only for an intentional transgres- 
sion. The Gemara responds: Rather, say that the language of the 

baraita should be reversed, as follows: The phrase “that he has sinned” 
renders the halakha with regard to an unwitting transgression to be 

the same as it is with regard to an intentional transgression. 


Rabbi Hanina of Tirna’a raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yohanan: 
If one engages in intercourse with five espoused maidservants 
[shefahot harufot ‘in one lapse of awareness," meaning that he was 
not informed of the prohibition in between his unwitting transgres- 
sions, what is the halakha? Is he liable to bring an offering for each 
and every one, or is he liable to bring only one offering? Rabbi 
Yohanan said to him: He is liable to bring an offering for each and 
every one. 


Rabbi Hanina asked Rabbi Yohanan: What is different about this 
instance compared to the case of five lapses of awareness with 
regard to one espoused maidservant," when he brings only one 
offering, as stated in the mishna? Rabbi Yohanan said to him: In 
a case of multiple transgressions with one espoused maidservant, 
there are not separate bodies, as he committed multiple transgres- 
sions with the same individual. By contrast, in a case of separate 
transgressions with five espoused maidservants, there are five 
separate bodies, and therefore each one requires a separate offering. 


Rabbi Hanina further asked Rabbi Yohanan: And from where do we 
derive that there is halakhic significance to the separate bodies in 
the case of an espoused maidservant? Rabbi Yohanan said to him: 
Did you not state with regard to those with whom relations are 
forbidden that when the verse states: “And you shall not approach 
unto a woman to uncover her nakedness, as long as she is impure by 
her uncleanness” (Leviticus 18:19), this serves to require separate 
offerings for each and every woman" with whom one committed 
unwitting transgressions? With regard to an espoused maidservant 
it is also similarly written: “And ifa man lies carnally with a woman, 


HALAKHA 


LANGUAGE 


Espoused [harufa] - 72491: This word, found only once 
in the entire Bible, has not been fully elucidated, and 
several early commentaries write that they do not know 
its precise meaning. According to a baraita cited in trac- 
tate Kiddushin (6a), harufa was a term for an engaged 
woman in Judea. Some maintain that it is from the 
word herpa, meaning shame or disgrace, since she is 
espoused as a slave rather than betrothed as a free 
woman (Ibn Ezra). The Ramban suggests that it con- 
notes youth, as in the phrase: “In the days of my youth 
[bimei horpi}" (Job 29:4) ), since she is espoused before 
reaching maturity. 


If one engages in intercourse with five espoused maidservants 
in one lapse of awareness — owna nisnn ninaw wan by xan 
minx: If one engages in intercourse with several espoused maid- 
servants, even in one lapse of awareness, he must bring a separate 
guilt offering for each and every maidservant, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 9:5). 


Five lapses of awareness with regard to one espoused maid- 
servant - NNN 79W minty wran: If one unwittingly engaged 
in intercourse with an espoused maidservant, and he was made 
aware of his sin and he again engaged in intercourse with her 
unwittingly and was again made aware, even if he engaged in 


intercourse with her one hundred times in one hundred lapses of 
awareness, he brings one guilt offering, which effects atonement 
for all the acts of intercourse (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 9:5). 


To require separate offerings for each and every woman — pond 
TON) mrs bp by: With regard to one who engages in intercourse 
with multiple forbidden relatives, e.g., several of his sisters or a 
few of his wives while they are menstruating, he is liable for each 
and every one of them, even if all the acts of intercourse were 
performed ina single lapse of awareness (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 5:3). 
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and she is a maidservant designated to a man” (Leviticus 19:20). 
This verse likewise serves to require separate offerings for each and 
every espoused maidservant. 


§ The mishna teaches: A nazirite who became ritually impure 
with several instances of contact with ritual impurity" brings one 
offering for several transgressions. The Gemara asks: Who is the 
tanna that taught this? 


Rav Hisda said: It is the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, who says: A new naziriteship of purity, which is required 
of a nazirite who became ritually impure, takes effect from the 
seventh day of the nazirite’s purification. And therefore, you find 
that the nazirite brings one offering for several transgressions in a 
case where he became impure on the seventh day of his purifica- 
tion, was pure for seven days, and again became impure on the 
seventh day of his purification. And since for each case where he 
became impure the appropriate time to sacrifice an offering, i.e., 
the eighth day of his purification, had not yet emerged, he is liable 
to bring only one offering. 


Rav Hisda explains: The mishna must be in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, as if it follows the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, then it is not possible for a 
nazirite to bring one offering for several transgressions, since Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi says: A new naziriteship of purity does not take 
effect until a nazirite’s eighth day of purification. If there was a case 
where a nazirite became impure on the seventh day of his purifica- 
tion, was pure for seven days, and then became impure again on 
the seventh day of his purification, according to Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, that is all one long period of impurity, as the new term of 
naziriteship has not yet begun, and therefore the nazirite brings one 
offering for the entire period. 


And if there was a case where a nazirite became impure on the 
eighth day of his purification, was pure for seven days, and then 
again became impure on the eighth day of his purification, then 
since the appropriate time to sacrifice an offering had emerged, 
he is obligated to bring an offering for each and every time he 
became impure. Rav Hisda concludes: Rather, conclude from it 
that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara clarifies: And what is the statement of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda? As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states 
with regard to a nazirite who begins a new naziriteship of purity after 
having become impure: “And on the eighth day he shall bring two 
doves or two pigeons... And the priest shall prepare one for a sin 
offering and the other for a burnt offering, and make atonement for 
him, for that he sinned by reason of the dead; and he shall sanctify 
his head on that day” (Numbers 6:10-11). This teaches that the 
new term of naziriteship begins on the day of the bringing of his 
offerings, which is the eighth day of his purification. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


HALAKHA 


A nazirite who became ritually impure with several instances 
of ritual impurity, etc. — ^3) 7277 Dix KAVI M): A ritu- 
ally pure nazirite who became impure with several instances of 
impurity brings only one offering for all of these impurities. In 
what case is this statement said? It is said in a situation where 
the second instance of impurity occurred before he brought his 
offerings, even if he delayed bringing them for a long period after 
his purification. But if he brought his offerings and the blood 


of his sin offering was sprinkled, and he subsequently became 
impure again, he must bring an additional set of offerings for his 
new impurity. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis in tractate Nazir (18b), who say that the new period of 
pure naziriteship begins once he has brought his sin offering, and 
not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, or that of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 6:12, 15 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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By contrast, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: The verse 
means that the new term of naziriteship begins on the day of his 


shaving, i.e., the seventh day of his purification. 
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MISHN 


atone for several transgressions: Third, one who issues a warning 


The mishna continues to list the five situa- 
tions in which one offering is brought to 


to his wife" declaring himself jealous with regard to several differ- 
ent men with whom he suspects her of committing adultery, and 
forbidding her to be alone with them. If the wife was then found 
separately in seclusion with each of the men, he brings her to the 
Temple with one single meal offering of jealousy. And fourth, a 
leper who was afflicted with several instances of leprosy," meaning 
that he was purified from his leprosy, and before he brought his 
offerings, he suffered a relapse of the leprosy. When he is finally 
purified, he brings only one set of offerings. 
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If a leper brought the two requisite birds on the first day of his 
purification (see Leviticus 14:4-7), and prior to bringing his offer- 
ings on the eighth day of his purification he was afflicted with a 
relapse of leprosy, those birds do not satisfy his obligation until 


he brings his sin offering. Rabbi Yehuda says: Until he brings his 


guilt offering." 


GEMARA™ mishna teaches that if a man issues a 
warning to his wife with regard to several 


different men, and the wife violates the warning and is secluded with 


min nx” canst 2a 123 
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each of them, he brings one meal offering of jealousy. The Gemara 

asks: From where do we derive this halakha? The Gemara answers 

that it is as it is written: “This is the law of jealousies, when a wife, 
being under her husband, goes aside, and is defiled” (Numbers 5:29). 
The plural form of the word “jealousies,’ teaches that one law, mean- 
ing one sacrificial offering, can suffice for several jealousies, i.e., 
different warnings. 
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The mishna teaches that a leper who was afflicted with several 
instances of leprosy brings one single offering. The Gemara asks: 
From where do we derive this halakha? The Gemara answers that 
it is as it is written: “This shall be the law of the leper in the day of 


his purification” (Leviticus 14:2). The term “the law” teaches that 
one law, meaning one sacrificial offering, can suffice for several 
lepers, i.e., for several instances of leprosy in the same individual. 
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§ The mishna teaches: Ifa leper brought the two birds on the first 
day of his purification, and prior to bringing his offerings on the 
eighth day of his purification he was afflicted with a relapse of 
leprosy, those birds do not satisfy his obligation until he brings 


his sin offering. Rabbi Yehuda says: Until he brings his guilt 
offering. This apparently means that when he is healed from the 
relapse of his leprosy, he must bring additional birds to fulfill the 
obligation generated by the first instance of leprosy. 


If a leper brought the two birds and was afflicted with a 
relapse, etc. — 131 yaaa }1°¥ KX: The purification ritual of a 
leper, which is detailed in Leviticus, chapter 14, is as follows: On 
the first day of his purification the leper brings two birds, which 
are not sacrificed as offerings. Instead, a priest slaughters one of 
them over an earthenware vessel which contains water. He then 
takes cedar wood, hyssop, and a strip of crimson together with 
the remaining bird, dips them in the earthenware vessel, and 
sprinkles them on the leper, before releasing the living bird. The 
priest subsequently shaves off all the leper’s hair, and the leper 


NOTES 


immerses himself and his garments. On the seventh day the 
priest shaves him again, and the leper immerses himself and his 
garments, at which point the leper has the status of one who has 
not yet brought an atonement offering to complete the purifica- 
ion process, as he brings the offerings only on the following day. 
His offerings are two lambs, one for a guilt offering and the other 
or a burnt offering, and a female lamb for a sin offering. If he is 
poor he brings two doves or two pigeons, one as a sin offering 
and one as a burnt offering, as well as a lamb for a guilt offering. 


The guilt offering is sacrificed first. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 
One who issues a warning to his wife, etc. — apa 
o>) inv: In the case of one who issues a warning to his 
wife with regard to entering into seclusion with several 
men and she secluded herself with each one of them in 
turn, he brings one meal offering of a sota (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:16; see 1:3 and Kesef Mishne there). 


A leper who was afflicted with several instances of 
leprosy — 7277 O32 yan yrixia: With regard to a leper 
who was healed and brought his birds on the first day of 
his purification, and was subsequently afflicted with lep- 
rosy and was again healed, he brings one set of offerings 
on the eighth day of his purification. But if he had already 
brought his guilt offering, which is his first offering, and 
only then contracted leprosy again, he must bring an 
additional guilt offering. The halakha is in accordance with 
he opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 5:8 and Kesef Mishne there). 


Until he brings his guilt offering - inwy saw w: If a 
eper brought the offering of a poor person and grew 
wealthy, or if he was wealthy and became poor before 
he brought his offerings, his status follows the guilt offer- 
ing. In other words, if he was wealthy at the time of the 
slaughter of the guilt offering he must complete the rest 
of the offerings of a wealthy individual, and if he was poor 
he brings the offerings of a poor person (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 5:9). 
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NOTES 


But didn’t you say he brings only one set of offer- 
ings — IN 1397 xbx wI pR AYVaKM: Granted, the 
birds do not have the status of offerings. Nevertheless, 
this halakha does indicate that all leprous marks which 
recur before a leper has brought his offerings are con- 
sidered one long episode of leprosy. Accordingly, it 
should be sufficient for him to bring one pair of birds 
at the end (Rashi). 
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The Gemara challenges this assumption: But didn’t you say in the 

mishna that he brings only one set of offerings" for several instances 

of leprosy? The Gemara answers: The text of the mishna is incom- 
plete, and this is what it is teaching: In the case of a leper who was 

afflicted with several instances of leprosy and was subsequently puri- 
fied from his leprosy, if he brought the two birds, and was then 

afflicted with a relapse of leprosy, he brings only one set of offerings. 
But with regard to establishing whether a leper has a status of pov- 
erty or of affluence in order to determine whether he brings a poor 
man’s offering or a rich man’s offering (see Leviticus, chapter 14), that 
is not established until he brings his sin offering. Rabbi Yehuda 

says: The leper’s status of poverty or affluence is not established until 

he brings his guilt offering. 


The Gemara cites a dispute that supports this interpretation: We 
learned in a mishna there (Nega’im 14:11): In a case of a leper who 
was poor when he brought his guilt offering and then became 
wealthy before bringing the other offerings, all differences in offer- 
ings between a leper with the status of a rich man or a poor man 
follow his status at the time he brought his sin offering; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yehuda says: It all follows his 
status at the time he brought his guilt offering. The Gemara cites an 
additional opinion: It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov says: It all follows his status at the time he brought the 
two birds. 


Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: All three of them interpreted the 
same verse to arrive at their respective opinions: “This is the law of 
he who has the mark of leprosy, whose means do not suffice for that 
which pertains to his purification” (Leviticus 14:32). Rabbi Shimon 
holds that the term “his purification” is referring to the matter that 
atones for his sin, i.e., the sin offering. Rabbi Yehuda holds that it is 
referring to the matter that renders him fit to consume sacrificial 
meat, which is the guilt offering. And Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says 
that it is referring to the matter that causes him to return to a state 
of purity. And what are these? The birds. 


MI S H NA ‘The mishna continues with the last of the five 


situations in which one offering is brought to 
atone for several transgressions: A woman who gave birth to several 
offspring. This is a case where a woman gave birth to a daughter, after 
which she is ritually impure for fourteen days and then enters a period 
of sixty-six days of ritual purity, even if she experiences uterine bleed- 
ing. Nevertheless, during this interim period, she is still somewhat 
impure, and it is therefore prohibited for her to enter the Temple or 
to partake of consecrated food, and at the end of the period she must 
bring an offering. And during those days of ritual purity, she became 
pregnant again and then miscarried a female fetus within the eighty 
days, and then became pregnant again and miscarried another 
female fetus within eighty days of the second miscarriage. In this 
situation, when she ultimately completes her process of purification, 
she brings one single offering for all the births and miscarriages. 


And a similar halakha applies to a woman who miscarries multiple 
fetuses from a single pregnancy at different points in time, miscarry- 
ing each fetus before completing the purification period of forty days 
for a male or eighty days for a female for the previous fetus. When 
she finally completes her process of purification, she brings one single 
offering for all of the miscarriages. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: In these cases, a single offering does not suffice 
for all the births or miscarriages. Rather, she brings an offering for 
the first birth or miscarriage and does not bring an offering for the 
second miscarriage, as it took place before the completion of the 
purification period for the first. She then brings an offering for the 
third miscarriage and does not bring an offering for the fourth fetus, 
as it was miscarried before the completion of the purification period 
for the third fetus. 
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G E M A RA The mishna teaches that a woman who gave 


birth to several offspring brings a single 
offering. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this halakha? 
The Gemara explains: As the tanna taught a baraita before Rav 
Sheshet with regard to the verse: “This is the law for the woman 
who bears a child, whether a male or a female” (Leviticus 12:7). 
This teaches that she brings one offering for several offspring." 
One might have thought that she brings one single offering even in 
a case where she becomes purified simultaneously both for a birth 
and for an irregular discharge of blood from the uterus [ziva]." 
Therefore, the verse states: “This,” to exclude such a case. 


The Gemara challenges the assumption that was refuted by the tex- 
tual derivation: The tanna teaches: One might have thought that 
even ina case where she completes her purification at the same time 
for a birth and for ziva, she should bring only one offering. If that 
is so, then in a case where she consumed blood unintentionally, and 
is therefore liable to bring a sin offering, and she also gave birth, 
might one also have thought that she should bring only one offer- 
ing? That is illogical, as these offerings are two completely different 
obligations. So too, the offerings after childbirth and ziva are two 
separate obligations. 


The Gemara explains: Rather, say that this is what the tanna taught: 
One might have thought that she should bring one offering for 
a birth that occurred before the completion of the term, i.e., the 
first birth, and a second offering for a birth that occurred after the 
completion of the purification period for the first one. Therefore, 
the verse states: “This,” to negate that assumption. 


§ The mishna teaches that in a case of a woman who miscarried 
within the eighty-day purification period of a previous miscarriage, 
and then miscarried a third time within the eighty-day purification 
period for the second miscarriage, the first tanna says that she brings 
a single offering for all of them, and Rabbi Yehuda says that she must 
bring a separate offering for the third miscarriage, as it took place 
after the completion of the purification period for the first one. The 
Gemara states: When you analyze the matter you will find that one 
should say that according to Rabbi Yehuda, the first fetus is the 
one that causes the obligation of the offering, and she therefore 
counts the purification period from the birth or miscarriage of the 
first fetus; and according to the Rabbis, it is the second fetus that 
causes the obligation of the offering, and she counts the purification 
period from the birth or miscarriage of the second fetus. 


The Gemara asks: Why was it necessary to state that when you 
analyze the matter you will find that one should say that according 
to Rabbi Yehuda the first fetus causes the obligation and according 
to the Rabbis it is the second fetus which causes the obligation? This 
is obvious, as it is stated explicitly. The Gemara answers: It was 
necessary for the Gemara to say this with regard to the case of a 
woman who miscarries multiple fetuses from the same pregnancy. 
It might enter your mind to say that in a case of a woman who 
miscarries multiple fetuses from the same pregnancy, Rabbi 
Yehuda concedes to the Rabbis that as the fetuses were in the womb 
together, their births are deemed a single event, and therefore the 
woman counts eighty days from the miscarriage of the second fetus. 
Consequently, the Gemara teaches us that Rabbi Yehuda disagrees 
with the Rabbis even in this case. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: 


One might have thought that she brings one offering even for 
a birth and for ziva - mat by) noy by qx bi»: This is referring 
to a woman who gave birth during her days of ziva, e.g., if she 
experienced labor pains and saw blood on three consecutive days, 


NOTES 
and then the labor stopped, after which she gave birth. In such a 
case the initial show of blood has the status of ziva blood, and she 
is therefore required to bring two offerings, one for the birth and 
the other for her ziva (Rashi; see Shita Mekubbetzet). 


HALAKHA 

That she brings one offering for several offspring — 
maya nith by any (ayp Tanaw: Ifa woman gives 
birth or miscarries many offspring, all before the 
completion of the term of purification for the first 
birth, or before the completion of the term of puri- 
fication for the preceding birth, she brings only 
one offering for all of them, as stated by the first 
tanna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 1:8). 
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HALAKHA 


A Paschal offering that 
ANA KIT NDI: If the 
Paschal offering, but the 
or the vessels were ritua 
sacrificed and eaten in 


is brought in impurity - 
ime arrived to bring the 
congregation, the priests, 
ly impure, the offering is 
he Temple courtyard in 


impurity. This is the halakha only for those impure 
with ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. Those 


impure with some other 
ther sacrifice nor partake 
they do they are exempt 


orm of impurity may nei- 
of the Paschal offering. If 
rom penalty with regard 


to its consumption, but they are liable for bringing 


the offering in a state of 


ritual impurity (Rambam 


Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:12 and Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 7:8). 
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Concerning ritual impurity, what does Rabbi Yehuda say? Do we 
say that Rabbi Yehuda says that the second offspring is considered 
as though it does not exist only with regard to the matter of an 
offering? In other words, since the time in which it was possible 
to sacrifice an offering for the second fetus had not yet emerged, 
since that is so, the second offspring is considered as though it 
does not exist. But concerning the matter of ritual impurity and 
purity, we say that he holds that it is considered as something that 
does exist, and accordingly, the days of impurity brought on by the 
second birth interrupt the days of purity following the first birth. 
The woman must therefore observe the days of impurity for the 
second birth, and afterward she completes the days of purity for 
the first birth, and then counts the days of purity brought on by 
the second fetus. 


Or perhaps, according to Rabbi Yehuda, the second offspring is 
considered as though it exists only where there is a stringency that 
results from that definition. But here, ifthe woman would complete 
the days of purity of the first birth after the days of impurity of the 
second, this is a leniency, as she is deemed pure even if she sees 
blood during these days, and therefore, perhaps Rabbi Yehuda does 
not hold that the offspring is considered existent where this results 
in a leniency. 


Rav Huna from Sura said: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: 
In the case of awoman after childbirth, one slaughters the Paschal 
offering and sprinkles its blood on her account on the fourteenth 
of Nisan, if this occurs on the fortieth day after giving birth to a 
male or on the eightieth day after giving birth to a female. Although 
she is still impure at the time of the sacrifice, she will be able to 
partake of the Paschal offering on the night of the fifteenth of Nisan. 


The Sages challenged this baraita: Is that so? But she is still impure 
on the night of the fifteenth of Nisan, and she may not partake of 
sacrificial meat until she brings her offering on the forty-first day for 
a male or the eighty-first day for a female. And Rav Hisda said in 
response: In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who says that the 
second offspring is deemed as though it does not exist. The baraita 
is dealing with a case where the woman gave birth to two male off- 
spring on two consecutive days, and the fourteenth of Nisan 
occurred on the fortieth day after the birth of the second offspring, 
which is the forty-first day following the birth of the first. 


And if you say that concerning impurity, Rabbi Yehuda holds that 
the second offspring is considered as though it is extant, which 
means that the days of purity following the first birth are delayed by 
the second birth and the mother does not become pure until the 
second term is complete, how may one slaughter the Paschal offer- 
ing on her account on the fortieth day? After all, in the evening of 
the fifteenth she also may not eat the Paschal offering, because only 
forty days will have passed from the time of the second birth, and 
she would still be impure. Rather, must one not conclude from it 
that concerning ritual purity and impurity, Rabbi Yehuda holds 
that the second offspring is considered as though it does not exist? 


The Gemara rejects this proof: Actually, I could say to you: Even 
concerning impurity and purity, Rabbi Yehuda holds that the 
second offspring is considered as something that does exist; and 
when that baraita is taught, it is dealing with a case of a woman who 
gave birth to one child, and it is referring to a case of a Paschal 
offering that is brought in impurity." When the majority of a 
community is impure, the Paschal offering is brought even in 
impurity. 
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The Gemara objects: And in that case, does she partake of it, as 
the baraita suggests? But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Pesahim 
9sb): With regard to a Paschal offering brought in impurity,’ men 
who experience a gonorrhea-like discharge [zavim], women 
who experience a discharge of uterine blood after their men- 
strual periods [zavot], menstruating women, and women after 
childbirth may not partake of it? 


The Gemara explains: In that case, they do not partake of it 
because they did not immerse themselves in a ritual bath. But 
when that mishna is taught, that one slaughters the Paschal offer- 
ing and sprinkles its blood on her account, the reason is that she 
had already immersed herself on the eighth day after giving birth. 
The Gemara objects: If that is so, then it is from the eighth day 
following his birth that she is fit to eat a Paschal offering brought 
in impurity, and there is no reason for the baraita to specify that 
the offering is slaughtered on the fortieth day. 


The Gemara explains: Actually, she is not fit from the eighth day, 
because the tanna maintains that a zav who immersed that 
day and is waiting for nightfall for the purification process to be 
completed is considered to have the status of a zav and may not 
partake of a Paschal offering brought in ritual impurity. Similarly, a 
woman who immerses after giving birth is considered like one who 
immersed that day, and therefore she cannot partake of sacrificial 
meat until the end of the forty-day period. 


The Gemara objects: If that is so, then on the fortieth day she is 
also not fit to eat the Paschal offering. The Gemara explains: This 
is not so; on the fortieth day she is fit to partake of the Paschal 
offering after nightfall, because the tanna holds that a zav who has 
immersed himself and waited for nightfall but is lacking atone- 
ment, i.e., he has not yet brought an atonement offering to com- 
plete the purification process, is not considered to have the status 
of a zav. Therefore, after completing the purification period, the 
woman may partake of the offering, despite the fact that she has 
not yet brought her atonement offering. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rava, who says that a zav who 
is lacking atonement is considered to have the status ofa zav, how 
does he resolve the problem in this baraita? Rav Ashi said that 
Rava resolves it as follows: The baraita is not referring to the for- 
tieth day after the birth ofa male, but to a miscarriage that occurred 
on the fortieth day after the conception of a male, or the eighti- 
eth day after the conception ofa female. And it is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who says that it takes forty- 
one days for a male fetus to be formed, and eighty-one days for a 
female fetus to be formed. Since the miscarriage occurred before 
the forty-first or eighty-first day, it does not render the woman 
impure with the impurity of childbirth, and therefore she may 
partake of the Paschal offering. 


Paschal offering brought in impurity - nyawa KAT NDS: 
One of the basic halakhot of the Paschal offering is that one 
may not bring it in a state of ritual impurity. An individual who 
cannot bring the Paschal offering on Passover is given a second 
opportunity to do so one month later (see Numbers 9:1-14). An 
exception to this principle is when the majority of the Jewish 
people are in a state of impurity. In that case, the offering is 


brought and eaten. 


BACKGROUND 


Groups eating their Paschal offerings on Passover night 
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HALAKHA 


A dry birth - xow ap): A woman who does not see 
blood when a fetus is expelled nevertheless has the same 
ritual impurity as a menstruating woman (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:1 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a194"1). 


It is impossible for the womb to open without blood - 
paxda sap nna) wars x: According to the Rambam, 
it is possible for the womb to open without blood being 

expelled if nothing else emerges from it. Most authorities 

maintain that it is impossible, and accordingly, although 

a woman who miscarries within forty days of conception 

is not impure with the impurity of a woman after child- 
birth, she is nevertheless assumed to have the status of a 

menstruating woman, even if she did not see any blood 

(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:13; Shulhan 

Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 188:3). 


Count the days following the second birth - 131 36 ahh: 
A woman who gave birth or miscarried, and then did so 
again before the completion of the term following the first 
birth is rendered ritually impure a second time. She counts 
the days of impurity and purity from the second birth, 
even if the two births were only days apart. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:9; Lehem VeSimla on 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 19410). 
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The Gemara objects: But ultimately, one should conclude that she 
is impure because she has the status of a menstruating woman. 
The Gemara explains: The mishna was stated with regard to the case 
of a dry birth," in which no blood was expelled, and therefore no 
impurity imparted. The Gemara asks: If that is so, then what is the 
purpose of stating it? The ruling in such a case is obvious. The 
Gemara answers: It was necessary to state it, lest you say that it is 
impossible for the womb to open without blood" being expelled. 
The tanna therefore teaches us that it is possible for the womb to 
open without blood being expelled. Accordingly, Rabbi Yehuda’s 
opinion with regard to the impurity of a second birth cannot be 
deduced from this mishna. 


Rabbi Shemaya said: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: The 
verse states with regard to a woman who gave birth to a female: “And 
she shall continue in the blood of purification sixty days and six 
days” (Leviticus 12:5). One might have thought that she counts the 
days whether they are continuous or dispersed. Therefore, the 
verse states: “Sixty days and six days,’ to teach that just as a day is 
a continuous time period, so too all sixty days are continuous. 
And whose opinion is this? If we say it is the opinion of the Rabbis, 
that cannot be correct, as are the Rabbis of the opinion that it is 
possible for a woman who gave birth to count dispersed days? This 
is not the case, as the Rabbis count the days of purification from the 
second birth. 


Rather, is it not the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? And from the fact 
that he prescribes for her sixty continuous days to be counted 
together, conclude from it that Rabbi Yehuda maintains that 
the second offspring is considered extant only where a stringency 
results, but where a leniency results, in that she continues counting 
the days of purity of the first birth after completing the days of 
impurity for the second birth, he does not maintain that the second 
offspring is considered as though it exists. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: No, actually, the baraita is stated in 

accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. And what are we deal- 
ing with here? We are dealing with a woman who gives birth to a 

male within the eighty-day period following the birth of a female, 
so that the forty-day period for the male is entirely subsumed within 

the purification period for the female. In such a case, even the Rab- 
bis would maintain that the second birth does not interrupt the term 

following the first. She would observe the seven days of impurity 
for the male, and then complete the days of purity for the female. 
Consequently, the verse teaches that the sixty-six days of purity 
following the first birth are observed continuously, and there is 

no need to observe additional days due to the intervening days 

of impurity. 


The Gemara objects: But ultimately, this scenario is impossible; the 
reason is that the days of the first birth are completed" while the 
days of the latter birth are not completed, as the Rabbis count the 
days following the second birth," and therefore the term relating 
to the first birth is abandoned. The Gemara offers a different expla- 
nation of the baraita: Rather, you find a case of counting dispersed 
days according to the Rabbis in a case where a woman gives birth 
to twins, first a female and then a male, and for example, she gives 
birth to the latter offspring, the male, on the twentieth day of the 
days of purity for the female, as she is required to observe for him 
seven days of impurity for birth. 


Ultimately this scenario is impossible because the days of 
the first birth are completed, etc. — nygaTpT ni paw aio gio 
"131: This scenario is impossible because following the birth of 
a female a woman is impure for fourteen days, which means 
that even if she conceives on the fifteenth day, the forty days of 


NOTES 


pregnancy necessary to form a fetus that imparts ritual impurity 
are completed on the fifty-fifth day after the birth. Afterward, the 
seven days of impurity following the birth of the second fetus, 
along with the thirty-three days of purity, are completed on the 
ninety-fifth day, at the earliest. 
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The Gemara explains: And this is what the baraita is saying: One 
might have thought that where she gave birth to twins, a female 
initially and a male afterward, that the impurity of the second 
birth interrupts the term following the first birth in the middle, 
and she counts sixty-six dispersed days. Therefore, the verse 
states: “Sixty days and six days,” to teach that just as a day is an 
entirely continuous time period, so too all sixty days are to be 
continuous. Since the baraita could be in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis, no proof can be inferred with regard to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Abaye said: Come and hear a proof from a baraita which discusses 
a woman who gave birth to a male. The verse states: “And she shall 


continue in the blood of purification three days and thirty days” 


(Leviticus 12:4). One might have thought that she counts the days 
whether they are continuous or dispersed. Therefore, the verse 
states: “Three days and thirty days,” to teach that just as a day is an 
entirely continuous time period, so too all thirty days are to be 
continuous. And whose opinion is this? If we say it is the Rabbis, 
that cannot be correct, as are the Rabbis of the opinion that 


it is possible for a woman who gave birth to count dispersed days? 
No, as the Rabbis say that she counts the days from the birth of the 
second fetus. Rather, is it not the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? And 
therefore, conclude from it that Rabbi Yehuda is of the opinion that 
the second offspring is considered as though it exists only where a 
stringency results, but where a leniency results, he is not of the 
opinion that the second offspring is considered to have existed. 


And further, Rav Ashi said: Come and hear a proof from a baraita, 
which discusses the verse: “Sixty days and six days” (Leviticus 12:5). 
One might have thought that she counts these six days whether 
they are continuous or dispersed, so that if, for example, she mis- 
carried on the sixty-third day, she would complete the remaining 
three days of purity for the first fetus after completing the period of 
purification for the second. Therefore, the verse states: “Sixty” to 
teach that just as the sixty days are all continuous, so too, the six 
days are all continuous. Whose opinion is this? If we say it is the 
opinion of the Rabbis, that cannot be correct, as are the Rabbis of 
the opinion that it is possible for a woman who gave birth to count 
dispersed days? Didn't the Rabbis say that she counts for the 
second offspring? 


Rather, is it not the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? And therefore, may 
one conclude from it that Rabbi Yehuda is of the opinion that 
the second offspring is considered extant only where a stringency 
results; but where a leniency results, he is not of the opinion that 
the second offspring is considered to have existed? The Gemara 
rules: Indeed, conclude from it that this is the case. 

These are the five situations mentioned in 


MI S HN the mishna (9a) in which one brings a slid- 


ing-scale offering:" For hearing the voice of an oath," i.e., where 
one took a false oath that he does not have any testimony to provide 
on a given issue; and for the utterance of the lips, which is a case 
where one took a false oath about a different matter; and for the 
defiling of the Temple, by entering it while ritually impure, or 
defiling its sacrificial foods, by partaking of them while ritually 
impure; and a woman after childbirth;" and a leper" at the end of 
his purification process. 


HALAKHA 


These bring a sliding-scale offering, etc. — pwan by 
ADT mhiy 1277 Six individuals must bring a sliding- 
scale offering: A leper, a woman after childbirth, one 
who takes a false oath of testimony, one who unwit- 
tingly takes a false oath on an utterance, a ritually 
impure person who unwittingly ate sacrificial foods, and 
a ritually impure person who entered the Temple unwit- 
tingly (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 10:1). 


For hearing the voice of an oath, etc. - Uipa mynw 
^31: In each of these cases: One who takes a false oath 
of testimony, one who unwittingly takes a false oath on 
an utterance, a ritually impure person who unwittingly 
ate sacrificial foods, and a ritually impure person who 
entered the Temple unwittingly, one brings a lamb or a 
goat as a sin offering. One who is impoverished brings 
two doves or two pigeons, one as a sin offering and 
one as a burnt offering. One who is in extreme poverty 
brings a tenth of an ephah of flour (Rambam Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Shegagot 10:4). 


The woman after childbirth — nbin: A woman after 
childbirth must bring a sin offering and a burnt offering. 
In a state of wealth, she brings a sheep in its first year as 
a burnt offering and a dove or a pigeon as a sin offering. 
In poverty, she brings two doves or two pigeons, one as 
a burnt offering and the other as a sin offering (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 10:2). 


The leper — yaixa: When a leper becomes pure, he 
must bring two lambs, one as a burnt offering and the 
other as a guilt offering, as well as a female lamb as a 
sin offering. In poverty, he brings two doves or two 
pigeons, one as a sin offering and the other as a burnt 
offering, as well as a lamb for a guilt offering (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 10:3). 
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NOTES 


From the fact that the Merciful One states in the 
Torah that the ram, etc. - 121 5x KITI ANT: The 
commentaries note that although this is the best pos- 
sible way to perform the mitzva, it is also possible to 
bring a lamb worth only one twenty-fourth of a sela, as 
stated in the Gemara elsewhere (Tosafot). Additionally, 
the Torah refers only to a ram; the specifications with 
regard to a lamb apply by rabbinic law. 
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GE M ARA The Sages taught a baraita with regard to 


the nature ofa sliding-scale offering, which 
varies depending on the owner’s financial status: There is a case in 
which one brings the offering in one of two possible states, either 
a bird offering if the individual is in a state of poverty or an animal 
offering ifhe is in a state of wealth; and there is a case in which one 
brings the offering in one of three possible states, of wealth, of 
poverty, or of extreme poverty. 


The Gemara elaborates: A woman after childbirth brings a sliding- 
scale offering either in poverty, i.e., two doves or two pigeons, one 
as a burnt offering and one as a sin offering, or in wealth, i.e., a lamb 
as a burnt offering and a dove or a pigeon as a sin offering (see 
Leviticus 12:1-8). A leper brings the offering either in poverty in 
the form ofa lamb for a guilt offering, and two doves or two pigeons, 
one as a sin offering and one as a burnt offering, or in wealth in the 
form of a lamb for a guilt offering, a lamb as a burnt offering, and a 
female lamb as a sin offering (see Leviticus 14:10-22). For the hear- 
ing of the voice, i.e., taking a false oath that one cannot provide 
testimony, or the utterance of the lips, or the defiling of the Tem- 
ple or its sacrificial foods, one brings an offering either in wealth, 
i.e, a female lamb or goat as a sin offering, or in poverty, i.e., two 
doves or two pigeons, one as a sin offering and one as a burnt 
offering, or in extreme poverty, i.e., a meal offering. 


It is taught in another baraita: When offerings are brought in pov- 
erty rather than wealth, there is a case in which one brings one 
offering instead of a different one; there is a case in which one 
brings two offerings instead of two other offerings; there is a case 
in which one brings two offerings instead of one offering; and 
there is a case in which one brings one offering instead of two 
offerings. From here you may derive that the offering of one-tenth 
of an ephah may be worth as little as one peruta. 


A woman after childbirth brings one offering instead of one offer- 
ing: One young bird, as a sin offering that she would bring even in 

wealth, and another bird as a burnt offering instead of the lamb. A 
leper brings two young birds instead of two lambs. For the hear- 
ing of the voice and the utterance of the lips and the defiling of 
the Temple or its sacrificial foods, one brings two young birds 

instead of one female lamb, and in a case of extreme poverty one 

brings one meal offering of one-tenth of an ephah instead of two 

young birds. 


‘The baraita teaches: From here you may derive that the offering of 
one-tenth of an ephah may be worth as little as one peruta. The 
Gemara asks: From where do we learn this halakha? The Gemara 
answers that it is as the Sages taught in a baraita: In the case of one 
who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring an offering worth one 
sela to the altar," he brings a lamb, as there is nothing that is 
sacrificed upon the altar that is worth one sela other than a lamb. 


From where is this halakha derived? It is derived from the fact that 
the Merciful One states in the Torah that the ram" brought in its 
second year as a guilt offering must be “according to your valuation 
in silver by shekels” (Leviticus 5:15), i.e., it must be worth two sela. 
It may therefore be understood by inference that a lamb, i.e., a 
young ram, in its first year is worth one sela. And it is known that a 
lamb is brought when it is within its first year, as it is written: “A 
lamb of the first year” (Leviticus 12:6). And we learned in a mishna 
(8a): The price of nests, i.e., pairs of birds brought by an impover- 
ished person instead of a lamb, stood that day at one-quarter of a 
silver dinar. A quarter-dinar is one-sixteenth of a sela, the price of 
a lamb. 


HALAKHA 


It is incumbent upon me to bring an offering worth one sela 


lamb as a burnt offering, as nothing worth a sela is brought upon 


to the altar - nanah yooa by ‘Vm: One who says: It is incumbent the altar except a lamb (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh 


upon me to bring an offering worth a sela to the altar, brings a 


HaKorbanot 16:12). 
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And from the fact that the Merciful One has mercy upon one who 
brings an offering in poverty, in that He permits him to bring an offering 
that is worth one-sixteenth of the value of the lamb that is brought in 
wealth, it may be inferred that the Merciful One takes pity upon one 
who brings an offering in extreme poverty, and consequently He permits 
him to bring an offering which is worth one-sixteenth of the value of the 
offering brought in moderate poverty. Accordingly, the offering brought 
in extreme poverty may be equal to a two hundred fifty-sixth part of the 
value of a sela. 


The Gemara examines the mathematics necessary to determine that the 
value of the offering brought in extreme poverty is equal to one peruta: 
If so, how much is the offering brought in poverty worth? It is worth 
one-quarter of a dinar. And how many perutot are in one-quarter of a 
dinar? Forty-eight perutot. Accordingly, how many perutot are in the 
offering brought in extreme poverty, which is worth one-sixteenth of 
the offering brought in poverty? Three perutot. 


The Gemara objects: But with regard to that which the baraita teaches: 
From here you may derive that the offering of one-tenth of an ephah 
may be worth as little as one peruta, why did the baraita teach that it may 
be worth one peruta, rather than three perutot? Didn't you say that one- 
tenth of an ephah is brought in extreme poverty, and you also said that 
this offering should be worth one-sixteenth of the offering brought in 
poverty, which we calculated to be three perutot? 


The Gemara answers: The tanna derives the cost of an offering brought 
in poverty from the case of a woman after childbirth, who brings one 
bird instead of a lamb, as a bird is worth one thirty-second of the value 
of a lamb. The Gemara asks: But until now, how much was the offering 
brought in extreme poverty calculated to be worth? One-sixteenth of 
the value of the offering brought in poverty. And from where is this 
derived? It is derived from the value of the lamb and the ram, as 
explained earlier. Ifso, until now, the calculations lead to the conclusion 
that the offering brought in extreme poverty is worth one and one-half 
perutot, as one thirty-second of the value of a lamb is equal to one-eighth 
of a silver dinar rather than one-quarter, which means that the offering 
brought in poverty is worth twenty-four perutot, one-sixteenth of which 
is equal to one and one-half perutot. 


Rather, Rava said a different answer: The entire matter is derived from 
the offering brought by a woman after childbirth, and this is what the 
tanna is saying: It is derived from the fact that the Merciful One has 
mercy upon one who brings an offering in poverty, in that he may bring 
an offering which is worth one thirty-second of the value of the offering 
brought in wealth. Rava adds parenthetically: And from what case is 
this principle derived? From the case of a woman after childbirth. So 
too, the Merciful One has mercy upon one who brings an offering in 
extreme poverty, in that he may bring an offering that is worth one 
thirty-second of the value of the offering brought in moderate poverty. 


The Gemara objects: If so, the value should be one peruta minus one- 
quarter, i.e., three-quarters of a peruta. The Gemara explains: Indeed that 
is so, but it is not proper conduct to bring an offering worth less than 
one peruta before God. 


MI SHN A What are the differences between an espoused 


maidservant and all those others with whom 
relations are forbidden? The difference is that the status of the maidser- 
vant is not equal to their status, neither with regard to punishment nor 
with regard to an offering, as one who unwittingly engages in inter- 
course with any of those with whom relations are forbidden is liable 
to bring a sin offering," and by contrast, one who unwittingly engages 
in intercourse with an espoused maidservant is liable to bring a guilt 
offering." One who unwittingly engages in intercourse with any of those 
with whom relations are forbidden brings a female animal, and one 
who unwittingly engages in intercourse with an espoused maidservant 
brings a male animal, as a sin offering is a female and a guilt offering is 
amale. 
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HALAKHA 


One who unwittingly engages in intercourse 
with any of those with whom relations are 
forbidden is liable to bring a sin offering - 
DRUDA nin bp: One who unwittingly engages 
in intercourse with one of those with whom rela- 
tions are forbidden, and for which one is liable 
to receive karet when done intentionally, is liable 
to bring a sin offering (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia x1 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 1:4). 


And one who unwittingly engages in inter- 
course with an espoused maidservant is liable 
to bring a guilt offering - owxa ANDWi: One 
who engages in intercourse with an espoused 
maidservant is obligated to bring a guilt offer- 
ing, regardless of whether he did so intentionally 
or unwittingly. Only rams are brought as guilt 
offerings. The ram one brings in this case, like in 
most guilt offerings, is in its second year, i.e., a 
male sheep after at least thirty days have passed 
following the completion of its first year of life 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 3:14; 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:22; 
and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:1). 
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HALAKHA 

The Torah established her status so that the one who 
engages in intercourse with her intentionally is like the 
one who does so unwittingly - aiw> TAT NN Ma MWY: 
One who engages in sexual intercourse with an espoused 
maidservant must bring a guilt offering, whether he does 
so intentionally or unwittingly (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 9:1). 
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Furthermore, with regard to engaging in intercourse with any of 
those with whom relations are forbidden, both the man and the 
woman are equal with regard to liability to receive lashes" if they 
were forewarned, and with regard to liability to bring an offering 
if they did so unwittingly. And in the case of one who engages in 
intercourse with a maidservant, the Torah did not equate the man 
with the woman with regard to lashes, as she alone is flogged, as 
will be explained, and the Torah did not equate the woman with 
the man with regard to bringing an offering, as she does not bring 
an offering. 


With regard to intercourse with any of those with whom relations 
are forbidden, the Torah rendered the halakhic status of one who 
engages in the initial stage of intercourse [hame’areh] to be like that 
of one who completes the act," and one is liable to bring a sin 
offering for each and every act of intercourse" that he performs 
unwittingly. By contrast, in the case of relations with an espoused 
maidservant, one is liable only for completing the act of intercourse, 
and the man brings a single offering for several transgressions. 


This is a stringency that the Torah imposed with regard to the 
maidservant relative to other individuals with whom relations are 


forbidden: 


HALAKHA 


Both the man and the woman are equal with regard to liabil- 
ity to receive lashes, etc. — NiDQa PW AWK INK WRI TIN 
"131: With regard to forbidden sexual intercourse for which one 
is liable to receive lashes, both the man and the woman who 
engage in it willingly are flogged. The exception is one who 
engages in intercourse with an espoused maidservant. The man 
is obligated to bring only one guilt offering, even if he engaged 
in intercourse more than once, and is not liable to receive lashes. 
She, by contrast, is liable to receive lashes for each instance of 
intercourse (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 3:14, 17:5 
and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:1). 


One who engages in the initial stage of intercourse to be like 
that of one who completes the act - vaix3 mwan: One who 
inserts only the tip of the penis is considered to have engaged 


One who engages in the initial stage of intercourse 
[hame‘areh] to be like that of one who completes the act - {713 
iaa waT Nx: The word me'areh is derived from the phrase: 
“He has made naked [heera] her source” (Leviticus 20:18), and 


NOTES 


in the initial stage of intercourse, and one who inserts all of 
it is considered to have completed the act. In situations con- 
cerning intercourse with any forbidden relative, one is liable 
in either case. By contrast, one who engages in only the initial 
stage of intercourse with an espoused maidservant is exempt 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 1:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 20:1). 


For each and every act of intercourse — 7K") mya bby: One 
who unwittingly engages in intercourse, realizes his transgres- 
sion, and then does so again must bring a sin offering for each 
instance. But in the case of a maidservant, even if one acted 
intentionally several times, he is obligated to bring only one 
offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 5:1, 9:5). 


refers to exposing that which is covered (Targum Onkelos; Rashi), 
or disgracing it (Targum Yonatan). Elsewhere in the Gemara 
(Yevamot 55b) it is stated that the Sages dispute the precise 
definition of this term (see Jerusalem Talmud, Yevamot 6:1). 


AWI Pa xX Aamvyw That the Torah established her status so that the one who engages 


in intercourse with her intentionally is like the one who does so 
unwittingly,"" as both are liable to bring a guilt offering, whereas 
one who engages in intercourse with those with whom relations are 
forbidden is liable to bring a sin offering only when he does so 


unwittingly. 


That the Torah established her status so that the one who 
engages in intercourse with her intentionally is like the one 
who does so unwittingly — axiw> Pian ny Aa Aww: This 
is the halakha only with regard to the man, who brings an 


NOTES 


offering regardless of whether or not his act was intentional. 
The maidservant, by contrast, receives lashes only if she acted 
intentionally, but is completely exempt if she acted unwittingly 
(see Tosefot Yom Tov). 
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Who is the espoused maidservant™ in question? It is any woman 


who is half-maidservant half-free woman,’ i.e., a maidservant who 
belonged to two masters, one of whom liberated her, as it is stated: 
“And she was redeemed and not redeemed” (Leviticus 19:20)," 
which means that she was partially but not completely redeemed. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yishmael says: An 
espoused maidservant is a full-fledged maidservant whose status is 
certain, as the language of the verse does not mean redeemed and 
not redeemed; it is simply a way of stating that she was not redeemed. 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: All those with whom relations are 
forbidden are enumerated in the Torah, and we have no exception 
other than one who is half-maidservant half-free woman. 


GEMARA The mishna teaches that in the case of an 


espoused maidservant the Torah did not 
equate the man with the woman. The Gemara asks: From where 
do we derive that she is flogged and that he is not flogged? As 
the Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And if a man lies 
carnally with a woman, and she is a maidservant designated for a 
..there shall be an inspection [bikkoret tihye]” (Leviticus 
19:20). This teaches that she is flogged. And as one might have 
thought that both are flogged, the verse states: “There shall be 
[tihye],” in the feminine, to teach that she is flogged and he is not 
flogged. 


man. 


And from where is it derived that this word inspection [bikkoret] 
is a term for flogging? Rabbi Yitzhak said: It indicates that she shall 
be subjected to the reciting of [ bikra’ei] the verses, as it is taught in 
a baraita: The procedure for administering lashes is that before each 
lash is administered, the eldest or most prominent of the three 
judges" recites the relevant verses in the Torah; the second-eldest 
one counts the lashes; and the third says to the attendant: Strike 
him. Rav Ashi says that it indicates that she shall be subject to an 
assessment [ bikkur]," as we learned in a mishna (Makkot 22a): One 
assesses the number of lashes that the one sentenced to be flogged 
is capable of withstanding, but only by a number of lashes fit to be 
divided by three. This teaches that the assessment is an essential part 
of the flogging procedure. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: At the time that, i.e., in any case where, 
the woman is flogged, the man brings an offering. In a case where 
the woman is not flogged, the man does not bring an offering." 
The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this? Rava said that it 
is as it is written: “And if a man lies carnally with a woman, and 
she is a maidservant designated for a man, and not at all redeemed, 
nor was freedom given her; there shall be an inspection... He shall 
bring his guilt offering unto the Lord” (Leviticus 19:20-21). 


Who is the espoused maidservant - MDW itg: The dispute in 
the mishna refers to whether the verses are referring to a fully 
unredeemed maidservant, or a half-free maidservant. Neverthe- 
less, the phrase “designated for a man” clearly indicates that she is 
betrothed to a man, and the Gemara later examines this element 
further. With the exception of Ibn Ezra, all the commentaries agree 


NOTES 


engaging in intercourse with a maidservant who is betrothed to 
a Hebrew slave, but not with a maidservant who is not betrothed. 
Others maintain that he violates the prohibition: “Neither shall 
there be a kadesh among the sons of Israel” (Deuteronomy 23:18), 
as indicated by Onkelos, who translates kadesh as referring to aman 
who takes a maidservant as a wife. 


that the Torah is referring to a Canaanite maidservant rather than 


a Hebrew one, as a betrothed Hebrew maidservant is considered 
a married woman and therefore engaging in intercourse with her 
renders one liable to incur the death penalty. The commentaries 
disagree, however, with regard to the penalty administered to 
one who engages in intercourse with a maidservant who is not 
betrothed. According to the Rambam, one receives lashes only for 


And she was redeemed and not redeemed [vehafdeh lo nif- 
data] - 7153 nb #91: This is the literal translation of the idiomatic 
Hebrew expression vehatdeh lo nifdata, which is generally trans- 
lated as: And not at all redeemed. As explained later in the Gemara, 
the dispute here concerns the question of whether the expression 
should be interpreted according to its literal or idiomatic meaning. 


HALAKHA 


Who is the espoused maidservant, etc. — ANDW ipg 
^D: The espoused maidservant mentioned in the 
Torah is a half-maidservant half-free woman who is 
betrothed to a Hebrew slave. This is the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva, as explained in the Gemara; the halakha 
is in accordance with his ruling in his disputes with 
a single colleague (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 3:13). 


The eldest or most prominent of the three judges, 
etc. = 131 917 bins: During a flogging, the most 
prominent judge recites the verses: “If you do not 
observe to perform...and the Lord will make your 
plagues outstanding, and the plagues of your 
descendants, and even great plagues, and of long 
continuance, and severe sicknesses, and of long 
continuance” (Deuteronomy 28:58-59). He synchro- 
nizes his recital so that the verses and the lashes are 
concluded together. If the lashes were completed 
before he completed reciting the verses, he con- 
tinues repeating the verses until all the lashes are 
administered. The second most prominent judge 
counts, while the third most prominent judge tells 
the one administering the lashes to strike. He strikes 
only upon the instruction of the judge. The halakha 
is in accordance with the ruling of the baraita (Ram- 
bam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 16:11). 


She shall be subject to an assessment - 11733 
mim: After assessing the number of lashes that 
the sentenced individual is able to withstand, he 
is flogged with a number of lashes divisible by 
three. Consequently, if, for example, he was deemed 
capable of withstanding twenty lashes, he receives 
eighteen, as explained in the mishna on Makkot 22a 
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 17:2). 


Where the woman is not flogged, the man does 
not bring an offering — WX py apt MONT PX 
1277 xa: With regard to one who engages in 
intercourse with an espoused maidservant, in a case 
where she is liable to receive lashes he must bring an 
offering; if she is exempt from lashes he is likewise 
exempt from an offering. Nevertheless, if they were 
both adults and acted intentionally, the court flogs 
them with lashes for rebelliousness by rabbinic law 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:2, and 
see 9:3 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 3:17 and 
Ra’avad there). 


BACKGROUND 
Half-maidservant half-free woman - anaw msy 
pin na myg: This unique halakhic status can be 
realized in various ways: A slave who was jointly 
owned by two partners and freed by only one of 
them has this hybrid status. Similarly, if a slave is 
given money in a manner through which his master 
does not gain automatic rights to the money, he may 
use that money to redeem himself. If he redeems half 
of his value, he is a half-slave half-freeman. 


TUPI KARETOT:PEREKII-11A QQ 
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HALAKHA 

Actually he is liable only where he engages 
in intercourse with a non-virgin maidser- 
vant - Aaya naw by by avn ioe obiyd: 
One who engages in sexual intercourse with 
an espoused maidservant is obligated to bring 
an offering only if she was a non-virgin, i.e., she 
had engaged in typical, not anal, intercourse, 
including the completion of the act of inter- 
course. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Yitzhak (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 9:1 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 3:15). 


NOTES 
The Torah spoke in the language of people - 
DIK 34 wh MIN maT: This dispute between 
Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yishmael recurs several 
times in the Talmud. In all instances, the issue 
is whether or not a repeated term serves to 
convey additional information. 


100 


SIMD) NIP YAW MP UN KIT IDO 
-ainsh aoan mab inwy nx wany 
MWA NINN] AND NAN "IN Nps” 
ny wagy ans gioa "an Mpa” 
TIN Mpa OX WNP 97 zb inwy 
moan xd ox) rth INPN NY NIT- kT 

SOWN AN NIT OD xb - mipa 


PPA KT Dax KIP ey KIT DX 
apa nh iayy ny WAT yap PM 


by wbx D IDN DZY? PIY oan wax 
apaw remy agaw taba maya naw 
PRII KTT YRV NIN rong nam 
voy MOWRY DNIT IKIT wT xa 
bea VIAA ON” MK NYI NI NIDN] 

abya nia Jina vnga 


INY bong DYK DPW LIT op amy 
throw abn: KTPI 37 WN "ON by 
abya nisin ninaw 


DiD- "aay aT "ABW TiN” 
Kb bi» Pan Kb ath Tbn 2mp 
PADY st abn anna) 


FUND RATT TTD FDS) MIT 219 NIT 
aT ay tay) npr prin na Aes 
TIIVA six Oxyaw? 7 apy 927 
may sav) DUNN TAI DNIT MNI 
PADIDI xb mY wat aabang 2oy 

Dya ws min Mat 


KARETOT: PEREK II: 11A : 9973 p15 


The Gemara explains: Since until here, the verse is dealing with a 

man, let it first write: “He shall bring his guilt offering unto the 

Lord,” and at the end let it write: “There shall be an inspection.” 
Why did the Merciful One first write: “There shall be an inspec- 
tion,” and at the end write: “He shall bring his guilt offering unto 

the Lord”? The Gemara explains that this is what the verse is saying: 
If there will be an inspection, meaning that the woman is to be 

flogged, then “he shall bring his guilt offering unto the Lord.” But 

if there will not be an inspection, then he shall not bring his 

guilt offering. 


The Gemara objects: You can say that the verse in fact excludes him 
from being flogged due to the use of the term “there shall be,” thereby 
limiting his liability to bring a guilt offering; but even so, she should 
be flogged and also bring an offering. The Gemara explains: “He 
shall bring his guilt offering unto the Lord,” is written in the verse, 
instead of merely: He shall bring a guilt offering. This teaches that 
only he, and not she, brings a guilt offering. 


Rabbi Yitzhak says: Actually, he is liable only in a case where he 

engages in intercourse with a non-virgin maidservant," as it is 

stated: “And she is a maidservant designated [neherefet] for a man.” 
And from where may it be inferred that this word “designated 

[neherefet],” is a term of change, i.e., that she has already changed 

from her status as a virgin to that of a non-virgin? Rabbi Yitzhak 
explains: As it is written: “And strewed groats [harifot] thereon” 
(11 Samuel 17:19). Since groats are grains that have been crushed or 

otherwise changed from their original form, the linguistic correlation 

between harifot and neherefet indicates that both terms are referring 

to some form of change. And if you wish, say that it is inferred from 

the verse: “Though you should bray a fool in a mortar with a pestle 

among groats [harifot]” (Proverbs 27:22). 


It is stated in another verse: “And among the sons of the priests there 
were found some that had married foreign women, namely: Of the 
sons of Jeshua, son of Jozadak, and his brethren, Maaseiah, and 
Eliezer, and Jarib, and Gedaliah. And they gave their hand that they 
would divorce their wives; and being guilty, a ram of the flock for 
their guilt” (Ezra 10:18-19). Rav Hisda said: This teaches that they 
had all engaged in intercourse with espoused maidservants, as 
guilt offerings are brought for engaging in intercourse only with an 
espoused maidservant. 


Q The mishna teaches: Which is the espoused maidservant? Accord- 
ing to Rabbi Yehuda, it is any woman who is half-maidservant and 
half-free woman, whereas Rabbi Yishmael maintains that it is refer- 
ring to a full-fledged maidservant. In relation to this dispute, the 
Sages taught in a baraita that deals with the verse: “And she was 
redeemed” (Leviticus 19:20): One might have thought that this 
means she was entirely redeemed. Therefore, the verse states: “And 
she was redeemed and not redeemed,” to teach that she was not 
entirely redeemed. If so, one might have thought that she was 
not redeemed at all. Therefore, the verse states: “And she was 
redeemed,” to teach that it is discussing a maidservant who was 
partially redeemed. 


The baraita asks: How so? The baraita answers: The verse is referring 
to a maidservant who was both redeemed and not redeemed, as half 
of her is a maidservant owned by one master who did not redeem 
her, and half of her is a free woman, as the partner who previously 
owned the other half of her has freed her, and she is betrothed to a 
Hebrew slave. This is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Yish- 
mael says that the verse is speaking of a Canaanite maidservant 
who was not redeemed at all and who is engaged to a Hebrew slave. 
If so, why must the verse state: “And she was redeemed and not 
redeemed”? The repetition is not halakhically significant; it is there 
because the Torah spoke in the language of people, and the phrase 
simply means: And she was not at all redeemed. 
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Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: All those with whom relations are 

forbidden are enumerated for us explicitly in the Torah. The only 
case which is excluded for us from that generalization is a half- 
maidservant half-free woman who is betrothed to a Hebrew slave. 
And Aherim say that when it states: “They shall not be put to death 

because she was not free,” the verse is speaking about a Canaanite 

maidservant who is betrothed to a Canaanite slave. 


The Gemara objects: According to Rabbi Yishmael, granted that 
the phrase “and she was redeemed and not redeemed” is referring 
simply to a Canaanite maidservant, as it is taught in the baraita: The 
Torah spoke in the language of people. But from where do we 
derive that which is taught, i.e., that she is betrothed specifically 
to a Hebrew slave? The Gemara explains that it is as it is written: 
“They shall not be put to death, because she was not free” (Leviticus 
19:20). By inference, it may be concluded that he, the man to whom 
she is betrothed, is free. A Hebrew slave is not the property of his 
owner, but is merely obligated to serve him for a period of time. 


The Gemara raises an objection: The opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya is identical to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. Why was it stated 
separately in the baraita? The Gemara explains: It is because Rabbi 
Elazar is saying to Rabbi Yishmael: According to me, in general 
I hold in accordance with your opinion, that the Torah spoke in 
the language of people. But here it is different, since it is also 
written in the verse: “Because she was not free.” If so, why do I 
need the phrase “and she is redeemed and not redeemed”? Con- 
clude from it that it comes for this purpose," to teach that the verse 
is referring to a woman who is half-maidservant half-free woman. 


The Gemara further objects: According to Aherim, granted that the 
phrase “and she was redeemed and not redeemed” is referring to 
a Canaanite maidservant, as they too maintain that the Torah 
spoke in the language of people. But from where do we derive 
that she is betrothed to a Canaanite slave? The Gemara explains 
that the verse states: “Because she was not free,” and if it is not 
needed for the matter of her status as a maidservant, as it is already 
established that she is not free, apply it to the matter of his status 
as a slave. 


MI S H N A ‘This mishna cites an additional difference 


between the status of an espoused maidser- 
vant and the status of forbidden relatives. In all cases of intercourse 
with those with whom relations are forbidden," if one is an adult 
and one is a minor, the minor is exempt; if one is awake and one 
is sleeping, the sleeping one is exempt; if one commits the act 
unwittingly and one does so intentionally, the one who did so 
unwittingly is liable to bring a sin offering and the one who did 
so intentionally is liable to be punished with karet. By contrast, 
in a case of intercourse with an espoused maidservant, the man is 
liable to bring a guilt offering only if the woman is flogged, and that 
is the case only if she was an adult, awake, and committed the sin 
intentionally. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that in all instances of 


intercourse with those with whom relations 
are forbidden, a minor is exempt. The Gemara asks: And is that to 
say that here, in the case of an espoused maidservant, a minor is 
liable? But a minor is exempt from all liabilities in the Torah. Rav 
Yehuda said: This is what the mishna is teaching: In all cases of 
intercourse with those with whom relations are forbidden, if one 
is an adult and one is a minor, the minor is exempt and the adult 
is liable. But here, in the case of an espoused maidservant, the adult 
is also exempt." What is the reason? Their punishments are linked, 
as they are juxtaposed to each other in the verse: “There shall be 
an inspection...and he shall bring his guilt offering unto the Lord” 
(Leviticus 19:20-21). 


NOTES 


Conclude from it that it comes for this purpose — 
xON 277 mya yw: According to this explanation, the 
Gemara understands the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya as follows: All those with whom relations are 
forbidden by Torah law are free, e.g., a mother, a sister, 
etc. Therefore, if the Torah here were referring to a 
full-fledged maidservant, it would have been enough 
for the verse to state: “Because she was not free” The 
additional phrase: “And she was redeemed and not 
redeemed,’ teaches that the verse is dealing with a 
half-maidservant half-free woman (see Tiferet Yisrael 
on the mishna). 


HALAKHA 

All those with whom relations are forbidden, etc. - 
sony bs: With regard to all women with whom 
relations are forbidden, if she was at least three years 
and one day old, intercourse with her is considered a 
valid act of intercourse. Consequently, an adult who 
engages in intercourse with her while she is a minor 
is liable to be put to death, or receive karet, or receive 
lashes, depending on the circumstances, whereas 
she is entirely exempt. Similarly, if an adult woman 
engaged in intercourse with a minor boy who was 
at least nine years and one day old, his intercourse is 
a valid act. Therefore, she is liable to be put to death, 
to receive karet, or to receive lashes depending on 
the circumstances, whereas he is exempt. If one of 
the pair of adults is awake and one is sleeping, the 
one who is sleeping is exempt; if one acts unwittingly 
and one does so intentionally, the one who did so 
unwittingly is liable to bring a sin offering, while the 
one who acted intentionally is punishable with karet. If 
one is the victim of circumstances beyond his control 
and one acted willingly, the victim of circumstance 
is exempt (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 1:13). 


Here, in the case of an espoused maidservant, the 
adult is also exempt, etc. — 131 1105 "793 bina x7: 
With regard to one who engages in intercourse with 
an espoused maidservant who is a minor or a virgin, 
or if she acted unwittingly or was a victim of rape or 
was asleep, he is exempt. This is in accordance with 
Rav Yehuda’s explanation of the mishna, citing Rav. 
evertheless, the Rambam writes that if a boy aged 
at least nine years and one day engaged in intercourse 
with an espoused maidservant, she is liable to receive 
ashes and he must bring an offering. The Rambam 
adds: It would seem to me that he does not bring 
he offering until he becomes of age and is halakhi- 
cally competent. The Ra‘avad rejects the opinion of 
he Rambam, due to the principle that a minor is too 
young to be liable to receive punishments. Conse- 
quently, he maintains that she too is exempt, as the 
wo are likened with regard to the extent of their 
iabilities. Some commentaries write that the Rambam 
bases his ruling on Torat Kohanim (Mahari Kurkus). 
Furthermore, he would maintain that this offering is 
not a punishment but a means of atonement, and a 
minor also requires atonement (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 315 and Migdal Oz there, and 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:3). 
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NOTES 


The tanna taught - xan an: As Rav Sheshet was an 
amora, the tanna mentioned here is clearly not one 
of the Sages from the mishnaic period, who feature in 
mishnayot and baraitot. During the amoraic period, the 
word tanna was used in reference to one whose role was 
o preserve the Oral Torah by memorizing mishnayot and 
baraitot. Such individuals were not necessarily scholars 
hemselves, but rather served as human databases who 
could readily quote to the Sages any traditions relevant 
o the discussion. According to most opinions, neither 
he Mishna nor the Gemara was written down until close 
o the very end of the talmudic period. These so-called 
tanna‘im therefore played a crucial role in preserving 
he Mishna and baraitot, as well as the statements of the 
early amora‘im. 


And one who does so in an atypical manner is not 
liable - a» xb GERE) Kow: With regard to all other 
orbidden relatives, there is no distinction between 
ypical and atypical intercourse, as the Torah teaches 
hat both are considered forms of sexual intercourse: 
You shall not lie with mankind, as with womankind; it 
is an abomination” (Leviticus 18:22). Indeed, the two 
orms of intercourse are equivalent with regard to a 
range of halakhic matters: Anal intercourse is sufficient 
or betrothal (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 3:5), 
evirate marriage (Yevamot 53b), and the incurring of 
iability for bestiality (Sanhedrin 55b), and to disqualify a 
woman from marrying a priest. Nevertheless, the com- 
parison is not absolute, as a distinction is drawn between 
he two acts with regard to certain matters, such as ritual 
impurity (Yevamot 34b) and the general status of virginity 
(Kiddushin 9b). 


n 


HALAKHA 
Intercourse with an espoused maidservant...in an 
atypical manner - 73113 Kow.. mmawa: One who 
engages in intercourse with an espoused maidservant 
in an atypical manner is exempt (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 3:15 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 9:4). 
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The mishna teaches: In all cases of intercourse with those with 

whom relations are forbidden, if one is awake and one is sleeping, 
the one who is sleeping is exempt. The Gemara asks: And is that to 

say that here the one who is sleeping is liable? Rav Yehuda said 

that Rav said: This is what the mishna is teaching: In all cases of 
intercourse with those with whom relations are forbidden, if one 

is awake and one is sleeping, the one who is sleeping is exempt 

and the one who is awake is liable. But here, even the one who is 

awake is exempt. What is the reason? Their punishments are linked, 
as they are juxtaposed to each other in the verse: “There shall be 

an inspection... and he shall bring his guilt offering unto the Lord” 
(Leviticus 19:20-21). 


A tanna taught’ a baraita before Rav Sheshet: The Sages rendered 

one who completes the act of intercourse like one who engages in 

the initial stage of intercourse; one who commits the act intention- 
ally like one who does so unintentionally; one who engages in 

intercourse in a typical manner like one who engages in intercourse 

in an atypical manner, i.e., anal intercourse; and one who is awake 

like one who is sleeping. 


Rav Sheshet said to him: What are you saying? If you are teaching 
this with regard to an espoused maidservant, why would you say 
that they rendered one who completes the act like one who 
engages in the initial stage of intercourse? This is not the case, 
as one who completes the act with an espoused maidservant is 
liable, but one who engages in the initial stage of intercourse is not 
liable. And furthermore, they did not make one who commits the 
act intentionally like one who does so unintentionally: If she 
intended it, she is liable to receive lashes; if she did not intend it, 
she is not liable. 


And they also did not render engaging in intercourse in a typical 

manner like doing so in an atypical manner: One who engages in 

intercourse in a typical manner with an espoused maidservant is 

liable, and one who does so in an atypical manner" is not liable." 

What is the reason? It is written: “Lies carnally [shikhvat zera]; 
and the literal meaning of this term is referring to intercourse that 

can lead to procreation, as zera means seed. And finally, in what 

way can it be said that they rendered one who is awake like one 

who is sleeping? One who is sleeping is always exempt, as the cir- 
cumstances are beyond his control. Consequently, it seems that the 

baraita cannot be referring to intercourse with an espoused 

maidservant. 


And if you teach this baraita in relation to intercourse with all those 

others with whom relations are forbidden, how is it that they 
rendered one who completes the act like one who engages in the 
initial stage of intercourse? 


It should teach the opposite, i.e., it should say: They made one who 
engages in the initial stage of intercourse like one who completes 
the act, as it is obvious that one who completes the act is liable. 


The tanna said to Rav Sheshet: Should I remove this baraita, as it 
is apparently corrupted? Rav Sheshet said to him: No; do not 
remove the baraita, as this is what it is teaching: The Sages ren- 
dered one who completes an atypical act of intercourse with an 
espoused maidservant, for which he is not liable, like one who 
engages in the initial stage of intercourse with her in the typical 
manner, for which he is also exempt. They derived this from the fact 
that it is written: “Lies carnally.’ 
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Similarly, they rendered one who engages intentionally in atypical 

intercourse with a maidservant, for which they are both exempt, 
like one who does so in a typical manner unintentionally," as it is 

written: “Lies carnally.’ And they also rendered one who engages 

in intercourse in an atypical manner with an espoused maidser- 
vant while he is awake, for which they are both exempt, like one 

who does so while sleeping. What is the reason? They derived this 

from the fact that it is written: “Lies carnally.’ 


The Gemara concludes: It has been determined that one who 
engages in intercourse intentionally or engages in the initial stage 
of intercourse with an espoused maidservant is like one who does 
so unintentionally with all those with whom relations are forbid- 
den, meaning that he is exempt. Similarly, one who engages in 
intercourse with an espoused maidservant in a typical manner 
while sleeping is like one who does so, while sleeping, with all 
those others with whom relations are forbidden, and he is likewise 
exempt. Furthermore, it has also been determined that one who 
engages in atypical intercourse with an espoused maidservant 
while awake is like one who does so with all those with whom 
relations are forbidden, while sleeping, and he is also exempt. 


NOTES 

Like one who does so in a typical manner uninten- 
tionally — pama i»: The commentaries explain that 
the Gemara is referring to someone who does not 
intend to engage in the act of intercourse at all, as in 
the exceptional case of one who falls off a roof onto a 
woman. In such a case one is not liable at all, because 
he is a victim of circumstance (Josafot). 
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The chapter began by focusing on those lacking atonement, whose offerings enable 
them to partake of sacrificial food. The conclusion was that only four types of indi- 
viduals are defined as lacking atonement: A zav, a zava, a woman after childbirth, and 
a leper. By contrast, the offerings of a nazirite do not serve to permit him to partake 
of sacrificial food, but rather to enable him to drink wine and contract ritual impurity 
via contact with a corpse. Likewise, a convert is also not classified as lacking atone- 
ment. Admittedly, he is permitted to partake of sacrificial food only after bringing 
the offering for his conversion, but this is not the purpose of his offering. Instead, it 
enables him to enter the covenant and become a member of the Jewish people, and 
it is that change which also allows him to partake of sacrificial meat. 


In this context, the chapter discussed the offering brought by a convert. One basic 
issue was the source of the requirement that a convert must bring an offering as 
part of the process of conversion. The conclusion was that a convert must enter the 
covenant of the Jewish people through the same processes that our ancestors did at 
Mount Sinai: Circumcision, immersion, and the sprinkling of the blood of an offer- 
ing. Although the Jews in the wilderness sacrificed animal burnt offerings and peace 
offerings, a convert brings one offering consisting of two birds as burnt offerings. 
Nowadays, when there is no Temple, a gentile can convert through circumcision 
and immersion alone. 


The chapter also dealt with offerings that are similar to the standard sin offering 
in certain aspects, but differ from it in various ways: Either they are brought for 
intentional sins as well as unwitting violations, or one offering is sacrificed for many 
transgressions, or the offering is not fixed, i.e., it changes in accordance with the 
financial means of the individual in question. The category of those who bring one 
offering for many incidents includes a woman who miscarried before the time arrived 
to bring her offerings for a previous birth or miscarriage. In this context, the chapter 
examined the case of one who miscarried during the days of purity for an earlier birth 
and then again miscarried within the days observed for the previous miscarriage, 
and so on. The conclusion was that the obligation of an offering applies to the last 
birth or miscarriage, and the days of impurity and purity are counted from that time. 


The second section of the chapter dealt with the case of an espoused maidservant, 
and the differences between her case and that of other women with whom relations 
are forbidden. It was established that the espoused maidservant mentioned in the 
verse is a Canaanite maidservant who is a half-maidservant and half-free woman, 
and who is betrothed to a Hebrew slave. The phrase: “There shall be an inspection” 
(Leviticus 19:20), is referring to the liability to receive lashes. Furthermore, although 
the woman and man receive different punishments in this case, as the woman is 


flogged and the man must bring an offering, the obligation of the man depends on 
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that of the woman, i.e., he must bring an offering only in a situation where she is 
flogged. Some say that the reverse is true as well, that she is flogged only in a case 
where he must bring the offering. 


This feature, that the halakha applying to the man depends on that which applies to 
the woman, differentiates the case of the espoused maidservant from other cases 
of forbidden relations, where the man is liable even if the woman is exempt, e.g., if 
she was a minor. Similarly, with regard to other acts of sexual intercourse, if one of 
the parties acted unwittingly while the other acted intentionally, the one who acted 
unwittingly brings a sin offering while the one who sinned intentionally is liable to 
receive karet. 


Another unique aspect of the Torah’s description of the case of the espoused maid- 
servant is its use of the term “carnally” (Leviticus 19:20). It is derived from here that 
this halakha applies only if the act of intercourse could potentially lead to conception. 
Consequently, one is not liable for atypical, i.e., anal, intercourse, and similarly, one 
who engages merely in the initial stage of intercourse and does not complete the 
act is also exempt. With regard to other women with whom relations are forbidden, 
where this term does not appear, the status of atypical intercourse is the same as that 
of regular intercourse, and one who engages in the initial stage of intercourse is liable 
to the same extent as one who completes the act. 
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Drink no wine nor intoxicating drink, you, nor your 
sons with you, when you go into the Tent of Meet- 
ing, that you shall not die; it shall be a statute forever 
throughout your generations. And so that you may 
differentiate between the sacred and the common, and 
between the impure and the pure; and that you may 
instruct the children of Israel in all the statutes which 
the Lord has spoken to them by the hand of Moses. 
(Leviticus 10:9-11) 


You shall not uncover the nakedness of a woman and 
her daughter; you shall not take her son's daughter, or 
her daughter's daughter, to uncover her nakedness: 
They are near kinswomen; it is lewdness. 


(Leviticus 18:17) 


And if anyone sins, and does any of the mitzvot of the 
Lord that may not be done, and he did not know, yet 
he is guilty, and shall bear his iniquity. And he shall 
bring a ram without blemish out of the flock, according 
to your valuation, for a guilt offering, to the priest; and 
the priest shall make atonement for him concerning 
the error which he committed, though he did not know 
it, and he shall be forgiven. It is a guilt offering; he is 
certainly guilty before the Lord. 

(Leviticus 5:17-19) 


At the beginning of the tractate the Gemara discussed which sins render one liable 
to bring a sin offering; this chapter addresses the conditions in which a person 
becomes liable to bring a sin offering, and the circumstances in which one might be 
rendered liable to bring multiple sin offerings for the same act. The wording of the 
verse: “If his sin...is known to him” (Leviticus 4:28), indicates that it is necessary 
for the sinner to become aware that he has sinned in order for him to become liable 
to bring a sin offering. 


Yet in many instances the sinner becomes aware of his sin only through other people. 
This leads to the question: What type of testimony renders one liable to bring a sin 
offering? Is the testimony ofa single witness sufficient, or are two witnesses required, 
as in other areas of halakha? What is the status of individuals, such as women and 
Canaanite slaves, who are not admitted as witnesses in other areas? What if the 
individual himself contradicts the witnesses? Is it possible for one to be required to 
bring a sin offering for a sin that he maintains he did not commit? 


Another category of questions involves the definition of the act that renders an indi- 
vidual liable to bring a sin offering. At the end of the previous chapter the Gemara 
discussed the definition of sexual intercourse with regard to forbidden relations; in 
this chapter the Gemara seeks to define the act of eating that renders one liable with 
regard to the consumption of forbidden foods. 


It is agreed that the minimum measure of food one must consume in order to be 
liable is an olive-bulk, but the process of eating that olive-bulk must be defined. Is 
one liable only for eating an olive-bulk in one continuous act, or even if he eats por- 
tions of it sporadically? Is there a time limit for the consumption of this amount of 
food? Similar questions arise with regard to drinking. These considerations apply 
not only to liability to bring a sin offering but also to many other halakhot in the 
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Torah, including the prohibition against priests performing the Temple service after 
drinking wine, which is also discussed in this chapter. 


One is liable to bring a sin offering only for prohibitions violated unwittingly. This 
principle leads to various questions with regard to the relationship between the lapse 
of awareness of the prohibition and the performance of the forbidden act. If one eats 
a forbidden food multiple times in one lapse of awareness, is he liable to bring a sin 
offering for each forbidden act? Or must he bring only one sin offering, as all the acts 
took place during one lapse of awareness? If he is liable to bring separate offerings 
for each act, what distinguishes one act from another? By contrast, in a case where 
one performs a single act and thereby violates multiple prohibitions, e.g., one who is 
ritually impure eats forbidden fat from a sacrificial animal, is he liable to bring a sin 
offering for each prohibition violated, or a single offering for the single act? 


These questions apply equally to prohibitions against forbidden relations. One could 
unwittingly engage in forbidden intercourse with another individual multiple times. 
Alternatively, one might engage in intercourse with several individuals who are all 
prohibited by the same prohibition, e.g., ifa man engages in intercourse with each of 
his wives while each has the status of a menstruating woman. There are also instances 
in which one woman could be prohibited to a man due to several prohibitions at the 
same time. In such cases, is one liable to bring a sin offering for each forbidden act, 
for each individual with whom he had intercourse, or for each prohibition that he 
violated? This discussion relates to a fundamental issue examined in several places in 
the Talmud: Whether a prohibition takes effect where another prohibition already 
exists, and, if so, under what conditions. 


The final portion of this chapter addresses the topic of prohibited labor on Shabbat, 
which presents uniquely complex questions. There are different ways in which one 
can unwittingly perform prohibited labor on Shabbat: It is possible for one to be 
unaware that it is Shabbat, or one may be aware that it is Shabbat but unaware that 
certain actions are considered prohibited labor. What if one forgets that it is Shabbat 
for several consecutive Shabbatot; is he liable to bring a single sin offering for all the 
Shabbatot, a separate sin offering for each Shabbat, or a separate sin offering for each 
prohibited labor that he performed? 


Another unique aspect of Shabbat is that in addition to the thirty-nine primary 
categories of prohibited labor, there are also many subcategories of these primary cat- 
egories. Are the subcategories considered independent prohibitions, and therefore 
one who performs multiple subcategories of one primary category of labor would 
be liable to bring multiple sin offerings? A discussion of the relationship between 
Shabbat prohibitions and prohibitions against forbidden relations, including their 
similarities and dissimilarities, provides an important framework for the clarification 
of these questions. 
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MI SHNA If witnesses said to a person: We saw that 


you ate forbidden fat,” he is liable to bring 
a sin offering if he did so unwittingly. If a witness says: He ate" 
forbidden fat," and a witness says: He did not eat forbidden fat, or 
if a woman says: He ate forbidden fat, and a woman says: He did 
not eat forbidden fat, he is liable to bring a provisional guilt offer- 
ing, brought by one who is uncertain as to whether he committed 
a sin that requires a sin offering. If a witness says: He ate forbidden 
fat, and the person himself says: I did not eat" forbidden fat, he 
is exempt. 


If two witnesses say: He ate forbidden fat, and the person himself 
says: I did not eat forbidden fat, Rabbi Meir deems him liable 
to bring a sin offering. Rabbi Meir said: This conclusion can be 
derived a fortiori: If two witnesses could have brought him liability 
to receive the severe punishment of death, can they not bring him 
liability to sacrifice an offering, which is relatively lenient? The 
Rabbis said to him: Witnesses are unable to render another person 
liable to bring an offering contrary to his statement, as what if he 
wishes to say: I did so intentionally," in which case he would be 
exempt from bringing an offering? 


If one unwittingly ate an olive-bulk of forbidden fat and then ate 

another olive-bulk of forbidden fat" during one lapse of awareness, 
i.e., in a case where he did not discover in the interim that fat is 

forbidden, or that the food he is eating is forbidden fat, he is liable 

to bring only one sin offering. If one ate forbidden fat, and blood, 
and piggul, and notar in one lapse of awareness, he is liable to 

bring a sin offering for each and every one of them. This is a strin- 
gency that applies to one who eats several types of forbidden food 

and does not apply to one who eats one type of forbidden food. 


And a stringency that applies to one who eats one type of forbid- 
den food and not to one who eats several types of forbidden food 
is that if one ate half an olive-bulk' and then ate another half an 
olive-bulk during one lapse of awareness, in a case where they 
were both from one type of forbidden food, he is liable to bring a 
sin offering. If they were from two types, he is exempt, because he 
did not eat an olive-bulk of any specific forbidden food. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches: If witnesses said to 

him: You ate forbidden fat, he is liable to 
bring a sin offering. The Gemara analyzes the first clause of the 
mishna: Since the mishna employs the plural form of the word said, 
how many witnesses are involved in the case? There must be at least 
two witnesses. And what does he say to them in response? If we 
say that he is silent and does not contradict them, then it may be 
inferred that it is only when he responds with silence in response 
to the claim of two witnesses that he brings a sin offering, but for 
silence in response to the claim of one witness, he does not bring 
a sin offering. 


NOTES 
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HALAKHA 


If witnesses said to a person, we saw that you ate forbid- 
den fat - abn nba b WX: If witnesses testified that a 
person violated à prohibition that renders him liable to 
bring a sin offering, e.g., performing prohibited labor on 
Shabbat or eating forbidden fat, and he remained silent 
and does not contradict them, he is liable to bring a sin 
offering. This is the halakha even if a single witness testi- 
fied, and even if it was a woman (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 3:2). 


If a witness says, he ate — bone N Ty: If one ate a piece of 
meat, and one witness says that it was forbidden fat while 
another witness disputes this claim, and the individual him- 
self does not know whether he consumed forbidden fat, he 
must bring a provisional guilt offering. The same applies if 
the witnesses were women. The Gemara (18a) states that 
this is the halakha only if the existence of the forbidden 
item was already established, e.g., there were two pieces 
of meat, one of which was forbidden fat and the other 
was permitted fat, and the matter under dispute is which 
piece the person ate (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 8:3, and Ra’avad, Mahari Kurkus, and KesefMishne 
there). 


And the person himself says, | did not eat - ‘ai xm) 
mbox x: If witnesses testified that an individual violated 
a prohibition for which he would be liable to bring a sin 
offering, and he says: | know for certain that | did not com- 
mit this act, he is not liable to bring a sin offering. The 
reason is that if he were to claim that he transgressed 
intentionally he would be exempt from bringing a sin 
offering. Consequently, when he says: | did not commit 
this act, it is considered as though he said: | did not commit 
this act unwittingly but rather | committed it intentionally. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:1). 


If one unwittingly ate an olive-bulk of forbidden fat and 
then another olive-bulk of forbidden fat, etc. - abn bax 
^a sbm: If one ate forbidden fat, or a different forbidden 
food whose consumption is punishable by karet, multiple 
times during one lapse of awareness, he is liable to bring 
only one sin offering. If he ate an olive-bulk each of different 
forbidden foods, even if they were all consumed during 
one lapse of awareness, he is liable to bring a sin offering for 
each distinct prohibition (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 6:1, 4). 


If one ate half an olive-bulk - mt nema bars: If one ate half 
an olive-bulk of forbidden fat and then ate another half 
olive-bulk during a single lapse of awareness, even if there 
were interruptions in between, the two half olive-bulks 
combine and he is liable to bring a sin offering. But if he ate 
half an olive-bulk of forbidden fat and half an olive-bulk of 
blood, he is exempt from bringing a sin offering even if they 
were consumed during one lapse of awareness (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:1, 8). 


If a witness says he ate forbidden fat, etc. - 15) bors WİN Ty: 
According to some commentaries, based on the Gemara in 
Sota 31b, the mishna is referring to a case where the two wit- 
nesses testified at the same time. But if the testimony of one 
witness was accepted and only then the second witness came 
to testify, the testimony of the second witness is not admis- 
sible (Tosafot). This is due to the fact the testimony of a single 
witness is deemed credible in matters of ritual law, and there is 
a principle that whenever the testimony of a single witness is 
accepted, it is considered equivalent to the testimony of two 
witnesses. Consequently, when the second witness attempts 
to testify, it is as though he is contradicting the testimony of 
two witnesses. Other commentaries disagree, claiming that 


this principle applies only in areas such as defining one’s per- 
sonal status, where two witnesses are generally required but in 
certain instances the halakha views one witness as though he 
were two witnesses. In ritual law, by contrast, where there is no 
requirement to have two witnesses, a single witness is deemed 
credible but he is not considered like two witnesses (Ritva on 
Yevamot 88b). 


What if he wishes to say, | did so intentionally — 7%% or m 
TT qnib: Rabbi Meir could respond that once the indi- 
vidual contradicted the witnesses’claim that he ate forbidden fat, 
he may not subsequently recant his initial testimony and claim 
that he ate the forbidden fat intentionally (Torat Kohanim). 


BACKGROUND 

Forbidden fat - abn: This term refers to the fats of kosher 
domesticated animals that are forbidden by Torah law. 
Unlike permitted fat, forbidden fats generally lie on the 
meat and are not intertwined with it, but are enclosed by 
a thin membrane and are easily peeled away from the meat. 
Eating forbidden fats intentionally is punishable by karet 
(see Leviticus 7:22-25), and a sin offering must be brought 
by one who partakes of the fats unwittingly. Forbidden 
fat is found only in kosher domesticated animals, and for 
the most part the forbidden fats are included in the por- 
tions of sacrificial offerings that were burned on the altar. 
None of the fats of non-domesticated animals or birds 
are forbidden. 
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HALAKHA 


A woman whose husband went overseas - Wx 
on myth mwa Prv: With regard to a woman 
whose husband went overseas and witnesses came 
and testified that he died, if she married another 
man on the basis of this testimony, and afterward 
her husband returned, she is forbidden to both 
men forever. Furthermore, she must receive a bill 
of divorce from both of them in order to remarry. 
This ruling is in accordance with the mishna on 
Yevamot 87b. The Gemara (Yevamot 91b) concludes 
hat it makes no difference whether her mistaken 
remarriage was with or without the formal consent 
of the court, or whether she acted on the basis of 
he testimony of one witness or two (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 10:5; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 17:56). 
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But say the middle clause: If a witness says that he ate forbidden 
fat, and the person himself says: I did not eat it, he is exempt. The 
Gemara infers: The reason that he is exempt is that he contradicts 
him. But ifhe is silent, he is liable, and all the more so ifhe is silent 
when two witnesses claim that he ate forbidden fat. This contradicts 
the inference from the first clause that silence in response to one 
witness does not render one liable to bring a sin offering. 


Rather, the first clause is referring to a case where he contradicts 
the claim of the two witnesses. Whose opinion is this? It is that of 
Rabbi Meir, who says in the continuation of the mishna that the 
person's contradiction of the testimony of two witnesses is not 
considered a contradiction, and he is liable to bring a sin offering. 
But according to the opinion of the Rabbis, he is exempt. 


The Gemara asks: And according to this answer, what does the 
tanna teach us in the first clause? From the latter clause you already 
learn that according to Rabbi Meir, one is liable to bring a sin offer- 
ing as a result of the testimony of two witnesses, even if he contra- 
dicts them. The Gemara answers: The latter clause is clarifying the 
first clause, and this is what it teaches us: This matter that was 
stated in the first clause is actually the subject ofa dispute between 
Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis, and that dispute pertains to a case 
where he contradicts their testimony. 


Some say a different explanation of the first clause: The case is 
where only one witness asserts that the individual ate forbidden fat, 
and occasionally the plural verb form in the expression: Witnesses 
said to him, can also be used to refer to one witness. As we learned 
in a mishna (Yevamot 87b): With regard to a woman whose hus- 
band went overseas," and witnesses came and said to her: Your 
husband died, and she married another man on the basis of this 
testimony, and afterward her husband came back, she must leave 
both this man, her first husband, and that one, whom she married 
subsequently. This mishna indicates that the plural expression can 
be used in the case of a single witness, as we maintain that this 
mishna is referring even to a case where one witness testified that 


her husband died. 


From where is this inferred? It is inferred from the fact that the 
latter clause of that mishna teaches: If she married without con- 
sent and then her first husband returned, she is permitted to return 
to him." What does the mishna mean when it states that she remar- 
ried without consent? It means she remarried without the consent 
of the court, which would be granted based on the testimony of 
one witness. Rather, two witnesses testified that her husband had 
died. Since that is full-fledged halakhic testimony, she is permitted 
to remarry independently, even without the explicit consent of 
the court. 


By inference, one may conclude that the first clause is referring 
to a case where she married with the consent of the court and on 
the basis of the testimony of one witness. Evidently, that mishna 
teaches the plural form of the word: Said, when it is referring to 
one witness, and here, too, in this mishna where it teaches the 
phrase: Witnesses said to him, it indicates that even one witness 
renders one liable to bring a sin offering. 


If she married without consent, she is permitted to return to 
him - b sity mma mwa sow nrọ»: The reason for this hala- 
kha is that a woman who remarries based on the testimony of 
two witnesses is considered a victim of circumstances beyond her 
control. This is because she acted in accordance with the principle 
of the Torah, which states: “By the word of two witnesses. ..a matter 
shall be established” (Deuteronomy 19:15), and there is a principle 
that a victim of circumstances beyond his control is exempt from 
liability for his actions. By contrast, in a case where there is only one 


NOTES 


ct 


established as fact. The Sages permitted his wife to remarry only due 
o the assumption that she will carefully investigate prior to remar- 
rying. Since the permission for her to remarry is contingent on her 
own investigation, she is not considered a victim of circumstances 
beyond her control. Consequently, if it turns out that her original 
husband is still alive, the halakha comes into effect, that a married 
woman who willfully engages in extramarital intercourse becomes 
orbidden both to her husband and to the man with whom she 
ad intercourse. 


witness that a man died, his death is not considered to have been 
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The Gemara asks: And what does he say in response to the witness? 
If we say that he contradicts the witness, does he bring an offering? 
But doesn’t the middle clause teach: If a witness says: He ate 
forbidden fat, and the person himself says: I did not eat forbidden 
fat, he is exempt? 


Rather, if it is referring to a case where he is silent, the clause is 
unnecessary, as one can learn this halakha from the middle clause, 
which states: Ifa witness says: He ate forbidden fat, and the person 
himself says: I did not eat forbidden fat, he is exempt from bringing 
a sin offering. This indicates that the reason he is exempt is that he 
contradicts the witness, but ifhe was silent, he is liable to bring a 
sin offering. 


The Gemara rejects this reasoning: Actually, the first clause of the 
mishna is referring to a case where he does not contradict the 
witness but remains silent. And this is what the mishna is teaching: 
If they, i.e., even one witness, said to him: You ate forbidden fat, he 
is liable to bring a sin offering. The middle clause then clarifies: In 
what case is this statement said? It is said where he was silent in 
response to this accusation, but if he contradicts the witness, he 
is exempt. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that by Torah law 
that ifhe does not contradict the witness, he is liable to bring a sin 
offering? It is as the Sages taught in a baraita with regard to a verse 
that deals with a sin offering: “Or ifhis sin is known to him” (Levit- 
icus 4:28), that this is referring to a case where he found out himself 
but not a case where others informed him of his sin. One might 
have thought he is exempt even ifhe does not contradict the claim 
of the witness." Therefore, the verse states: “Or if his sin is known 
to him,” which teaches that in any case where he knows that he 
sinned, even if others informed him of it, he is liable. He is exempt 
only if he denies it. 


The Gemara asks: What are we dealing with, in the case where he 
is informed by others? If we say that it is referring to two witnesses 
who inform him, in a case where two witnesses testify and he does 
not contradict them does one need a verse to render him liable? 


Rather, isn’t the baraita referring to a case of one witness, and it 
teaches that when he does not contradict the testimony of the 
witness, the witness is deemed credible? Learn from it that one 
witness can render a person liable to bring a sin offering ifthe person 
does not contradict the testimony. 


§ The mishna teaches that if two witnesses say that someone ate 
forbidden fat, and he denies it, Rabbi Meir deems him liable to bring 
a sin offering. Rabbi Meir said: This conclusion can be inferred a 
fortiori: If two witnesses could have brought him liability to receive 
the severe punishment of death, can they not bring him liability to 
sacrifice an offering, which is relatively lenient? The Rabbis said to 
him: Witnesses are unable to render another person liable to bring 
an offering contrary to his statement, as what if he wishes to say: 
I did so intentionally, in which case he would be exempt from 
bringing an offering? 


NOTES 


One might have thought he is exempt even if he does 
not contradict the claim of the witness — px box bis 
1271313: As explained later in the Gemara, this is referring 
even to a case where there is a single witness. Many 
commentaries derive from here that the testimony of a 
single witness is deemed credible to render an individual 
iable to bring a sin offering wherever the accused does 
not contradict him, even if the accused remains unsure 
whether he is liable. This is due to the principle that the 
estimony of a single witness is accepted in matters of 
ritual law (Ra’avad; Rashba, Kiddushin 65b). 

Rabbeinu Tam and other commentaries disagree with 
his contention. They claim, based on the Gemara in trac- 
ate Yevamot (87b), that the verse: “If his sin is known 
o him” (Leviticus 4:28), indicates that only one who is 
aware of his sin is liable to bring a sin offering. Therefore, 
if he is silent he would be liable only due to the principle 
hat silence is equivalent to admission, i.e., his silence 
indicates that he is aware that he may have transgressed, 
and that he relies on the testimony of the witness (Tosafot 
on Yevamot 87b; see Meiri on Kiddushin 65b). According 
to this explanation, if the individual does not contradict 
the witness but states that he remains unsure or that he 
does not accept his testimony, he is not liable to bring 
a sin offering. 

According to some commentaries, the same applies 
to a provisional guilt offering: If one witness said that he 
ate forbidden fat and another witness said that he did 
not, the individual brings a provisional guilt offering if 
he remains silent, but not if he states that he is unsure 
whether he transgressed (Josafot on the mishna). Other 
commentaries disagree, claiming that one is liable to 
bring a provisional guilt offering in any instance of uncer- 
tainty, and therefore if the individual is unsure whether he 
transgressed he is liable to bring the offering (Shakh on 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 127114, based on the Jerusalem 
Talmud, Yevamot 10:3). 
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Because...a person is deemed credible about 
himself more than the testimony of one hundred 
people - woe ayaa ani ioxy Sy poy oT DWN: 
Some commentaries explain that this means that a 
person is deemed credible about his own obliga- 
tion to bring a sin offering. This principle is a Torah 
edict, derived from the verse: “If his sin is known to 
him” (Leviticus 4:28), then he is obligated to bring a 
sin offering (Rambam'’s Commentary on the Mishna; 
Ritva on Yevamot 87b). Others suggest that there is 
a logical reason for this principle: With regard to a 
transgression for which there is a method to achieve 
atonement but there is no punishment from the 
court, a person is deemed credible because it can 
be assumed that he wishes to achieve atonement. 
Therefore, if the witnesses were correct, he would not 
refrain from bringing an offering to achieve atone- 
ment for his sin (see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; 
Rashi). Alternatively, the Gemara means that a person 
is deemed credible about matters that pertain only to 
himself and do not affect others. A sin offering affects 
only the individual who has sinned, and therefore 
he court does not force him to bring a sin offering 
(Ramban on Bava Metzia 3b; see Arakhin 21a). 


Or perhaps it is because we say that since he could 
advance a more advantageous claim [miggo] - 
Sx WANT OWA xt J: Since he could have issued 
a claim that would exempt him from bringing a sin 
offering, i.e., that he transgressed intentionally, he 
is deemed credible in his claim that he did not eat 
the forbidden fat at all. This depends on the fact that 
his superior claim that he transgressed intentionally 
does not directly contradict his actual claim, as his 
initial words can be reinterpreted to mean that he 
ate intentionally. The early commentaries are troubled 
by the fact that the Gemara elsewhere (Ketubot 27b) 
indicates that a person is not deemed credible on the 
basis of miggo when he contradicts the testimony 
of witnesses. How, then, can the Gemara here sug- 
gest that the individual is deemed credible due to 
miggo despite the testimony of the witnesses? Some 
explain that the principle does not apply in this case, 
as the testimony of the witnesses is incomplete: They 
testified that he ate forbidden fat, but not that he 
did so unwittingly (Tosafot Yeshanim). Others suggest 
that this instance differs from the standard case of 
miggo, where a person's claim is accepted because 
he could have made a different, more advantageous 
claim. In this case, by contrast, the person's claim that 
he did not eat is reinterpreted to mean that he did 
not eat unwittingly, but rather intentionally (Tosafot; 
see Rambam). 
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A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the reasoning of 
the Rabbis, who deem him exempt from bringing an offering? Is it 

because they hold that a person is deemed credible about himself 
more than the testimony of one hundred people?" Or perhaps it 

is because we say that since he could advance a more advantageous 

claim [miggo],"® in that if he wishes, he could say: I did so inten- 
tionally, in which case he would be exempt from bringing an offer- 
ing, therefore, also when he says: I did not eat, he is deemed 

credible and is exempt. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the practical difference between the 
two possibilities? The Gemara answers: The difference is whether 
it is possible to resolve from it the case of ritual impurity, when 
witnesses testify that one became ritually impure before entering 
the Temple, and he claims that he did not become impure. If you 
say that the Rabbis’ reasoning is that a person is deemed credible 
about himself more than the testimony of one hundred people, 
then it is no different if it is a case of new impurity, where they 
testify that he became impure the day he entered the Temple, and 
it is no different if it is a case of old impurity, where they testify 
that he became impure at some earlier date. In either case, the 
person's claim that he was not impure when he entered the Temple 
would be deemed credible. 


But if you say that the reasoning of the Rabbis is that he can say 
miggo, then the Rabbis would deem him exempt from the obliga- 
tion to bring a sliding-scale offering in a case of old impurity, but 
in a case of new impurity he would be obligated to bring a sliding- 
scale offering. What is the reason? With regard to old impurity, 
since if he wishes, he could say: I immersed in a ritual bath after 
becoming impure and at sunset I became ritually pure, in which case 
he would be exempt from bringing an offering for having entered 
the Temple the following day, then also when he says: I did not 
become impure, he is exempt, as it can be said: What does he 
mean when he says: I did not become impure? He means: I did 
not remain in my state of impurity, but rather I immersed in a 
ritual bath. 


But in a case of new impurity, he would be obligated to bring an 
offering. What is the reason? It is because even when he says: I 
immersed in a ritual bath, he would be obligated to bring an offer- 
ing if he entered the Temple, as the witnesses would say to him: 
You became impure just now, and you could not have purified 
yourself in the meantime. 


What, then, is the reasoning of the Rabbis? The Gemara suggests: 
Come and hear a baraita: If one witness said to a person: You 
became impure, and he says: I did not become impure, he is 
exempt from bringing an offering. One might have thought this is 
the halakha even where two witnesses said this. Rabbi Meir said: 
This conclusion can be inferred a fortiori: If two witnesses could 
have brought him liability to receive the severe punishment of 
death, can they not bring him liability to bring an offering, which 
is relatively lenient? And the Rabbis say: A person is deemed 
credible about himself more than the testimony of one hundred 
people. The Gemara explains its suggestion: Learn from the baraita 
that the reasoning of the Rabbis is that they say that a person is 
deemed credible about himself more than the testimony of one 
hundred people. 


Since he could advance a more advantageous claim [miggo] - 
$n: The principle of miggo, which is the subject of detailed legal 
analysis in the Talmud and its commentaries, is an important legal 
argument that supports the claim of one of the parties in a dispute. 
If one of the litigants could have made a claim more advantageous 
to his cause than he actually made, the assumption is that he is 
telling the truth. The miggo argument may be expressed in the 


BACKGROUND 
he had wanted to lie he would presumably have put forward the 
claim most advantageous to himself. Since he did not, he can say: 
Why would | lie in such a manner? Therefore, it is assumed that he 
must be telling the truth. There are certain limitations governing 
the application of this principle, e.g., there is no miggo where there 
are witnesses (see Ketubot 27b). This means that a miggo argument 
is not effective where witnesses contradict the litigant’s claim. 


following manner: Since he could have made a superior claim, if 
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Rabbi Ami said: Actually, the Rabbis’ reasoning is that we say 
miggo, and this is what it is teaching: Since if he wished to say: I 
did not remain in my state of impurity but rather I immersed, then 
he would be exempt, therefore a person is deemed credible about 
himself more than the testimony of one hundred people. The 
Gemara asks: If so, this case is identical to that of eating forbidden 
fat, which the mishna already discussed. 


The Gemara explains that the baraita mentions the case of ritual 
impurity lest you say the following: When he says: I did not eat 
forbidden fat, he may explain his statement to mean: I did not eat 
forbidden fat unwittingly but intentionally, and I am therefore not 
obligated to bring an offering. But if two witnesses say: You have 
become impure, and he says: I have not become impure, one 
might say that he cannot explain his statement in a manner that 
would exempt him, as it makes no difference whether he became 
impure unwittingly or intentionally. Therefore, the baraita teaches 
us that here too, he can explain his statement in a different manner: 
I did not remain in my state of impurity, but rather I immersed, 
and he is therefore not obligated to bring an offering. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear an explanation of the opinion 
of the Rabbis from another baraita, which discusses the case of the 
defiling of the Temple, by entering it while ritually impure, or its 
sacrificial foods, by partaking of them while ritually impure one who 
enters the Temple or eats sacred foods in a state of ritual impurity: 
The Torah states: “And it shall be, when he shall be guilty of one 
of these things, that he shall confess ...and he shall bring... for a 
sin offering” (Leviticus 5:5-6). This verse indicates that only one 
who confesses verbally to sinning is liable to bring a sin offering, 
whereas one who does not confess verbally is exempt from bring- 
ing a sin offering. If one witness said to him: You have become 
impure, and he says: I have not become impure, he is exempt 
from bringing a sin offering. 


One might have thought even in a case where two witnesses con- 
tradict him, he is exempt from bringing an offering. Rabbi Meir 
said: If two witnesses could have brought him liability to receive 
the severe punishment of death, can they not bring him liability 
to bring an offering, which is relatively lenient? Rabbi Yehuda 
says: A person is deemed credible about himself more than the 
testimony of one hundred people. 


The baraita continues: And the Rabbis, whose opinion is cited in 
the mishna, concede to Rabbi Yehuda with regard to denying the 
accusation of two witnesses that he ate forbidden fats, or with 
regard to entering the Temple in a state of impurity, that if the 
person says that he did not eat the fats or enter the Temple, he is 
deemed credible. But with regard to ritual impurity, where wit- 
nesses say that he entered the Temple or ate sanctified food while 
impure and he says that he entered the Temple or ate the sanctified 
food but he was not impure, they do not concede to him;" rather, 
they accept the opinion of Rabbi Meir that the testimony of two 
witnesses renders him obligated to bring an offering despite the fact 
that he denies that he transgressed. 


The Gemara asks: What type of impurity are we dealing with? If 
we say 


NOTES 


But with regard to ritual impurity they do not concede to 
him - mb yin xb mena bax: This proves that the Rabbis do 
not maintain that a person is always deemed credible about 
himself; rather, they rule that he is deemed credible only in the 
case of a miggo claim, where the individual could have stated his 
claim in a more advantageous manner and his initial words can 
also be interpreted in that manner. In the case where he denies 
having entered the Temple or eaten the sanctified food, he can 


explain that his intent when he stated that he did not enter the 
Temple while impure or did not eat the sanctified food is that he 
did not do so unwittingly, but rather intentionally, which would 
mean that he is exempt from bringing an offering. By contrast, 
in the case where he claimed that he was not impure, he can- 
not say that he meant he did not become impure unwittingly, 
because it makes no difference whether he became impure 
unwittingly or intentionally. 
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HALAKHA 


Actually, the baraita can be referring to a case of old 
impurity - 720 agawa obiy): The Rambam rules that if a 
person was impure and two witnesses said that he entered 
he Temple and he claimed that he did not enter, he is 
deemed credible and is not liable to bring an offering. This 
is because if he wanted, he could have said that he entered 
he Temple intentionally, in which case he would be exempt 
rom bringing an offering. But if two witnesses said to him: 
You were impure when you entered the Temple, and you 
became impure in our presence, and you were aware that 
you were impure, then even if there was a period of many 
days between the time when he became impure according 
o the testimony and the time when he entered the Temple, 
and therefore he could claim that he already immersed, nev- 
ertheless, because he contradicted the witnesses and stated 
hat he never became impure, the witnesses are deemed 
credible, and he must bring an offering based upon their 
estimony. 

The Ra'avad rejects this ruling, because it is based on the 
opinion of the Rabbis, whereas according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda a person is trusted with regard to himself more 
han one hundred people, even if he directly contradicted 
heir testimony and said: | never became impure. Although 
he halakha generally follows the majority opinion, this case 
is an exception, as Rav, according to some versions of the 
ext, or Rav Nahman, according to the standard version, rules 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and the 
halakha is generally in accordance with the opinion of Rav. 
Some explain that the Rambam does not rule in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav because Rabbi Hiyya (Bava Metzia 3b) 
holds in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Mahari 
Kurkus). Alternatively, the Rambam's ruling is based on the 
statement of Rav Yosef that Rav rules in accordance with 
Rabbi Yehuda only with regard to the purity of foods touched 
by the individual (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 
11:8 and Kesef Mishne there). 


Rabbi Yehuda said that he is deemed credible only when 
the person is by himself and only with regard to himself - 
soya sayy pad awa sY ayay x: If two witnesses said to 
a person: You became impure, and he said: | am pure, he is 
deemed credible. Nevertheless, he may not come in contact 
with pure foods. If he previously did so, they remain ritually 
pure, but he should be careful not to continue to do so until 
he immerses (Kesef Mishne). This ruling is in accordance with 
the Josefta (Teharot 6:8). Some explain that the Rambam rules 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef here (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 15:11; see Hasdei 
David). 
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that the baraita is referring to a case of old impurity, where the 
witnesses said to him: You became impure yesterday, what is dif- 
ferent about the cases of eating forbidden fat and entering the 
Temple while impure, where the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Yehuda 
that one is not liable to bring a sin offering even though his denial 
is contradicted by two witnesses? He is exempt since if he wished, 
he could say: I did so intentionally. Therefore, his denial can be 
interpreted to mean: My eating the forbidden fat or entering the 
Temple was not unwitting but intentional. If so, if he denies that he 
is in a state of old impurity, he can also explain his statement, 
since if he wished, he could say that he meant: I did not remain 
in my state of ritual impurity, but rather I immersed in a ritual bath. 


Ravina said: Actually, the baraita can be referring to a case of old 
impurity," and nevertheless the Rabbis distinguish between one’s 
denial that he is impure and one’s denial that he ate or entered 
the Temple. The case is one where the witnesses say to him: You 
ate sacrificial meat while in a state of physical impurity, and he 
says to them: I did not become impure. The reason he is liable to 
bring an offering is that here he cannot explain his statement, as 
one cannot say that the phrase: I did not become impure, can be 
explained to mean: I did not remain in a state of impurity but 
rather I immersed. 


Ravina elaborates: What would he say to them to explain his state- 
ment that he did not become impure? If he says: I immersed and 
I ate, then when he says this to them, his initial statement has 
been contradicted in any event with regard to his impurity 
imparted by contact." His initial claim that he did not become 
impure has not been adjusted with regard to this matter, and that 
claim was contradicted by the two witnesses. 


Rav Nahman says: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda that even if two witnesses testify that a person 
became impure, and he claims that he did not become impure, he 
is deemed credible about himself more than the testimony of one 
hundred people. Rav Yosef says: Rabbi Yehuda said that he is 
deemed credible when he states that he is pure against the testi- 
mony of witnesses only when the person is by himself and only 
with regard to himself," but as far as others are concerned, he is 
regarded as impure. 


NOTES 


With regard to his impurity by contact — iyan nyawa: The 


for whom the witnesses are deemed more credible than this 


commentaries ask: If his statement can be interpreted as mean- 


ing that he did not remain in his state of ritual impurity, 


but 


individual himself, will not come 
toward consecrated items (Rashi 


o adopt a nonchalant attitude 
. Some learn from this halakha 


rather he immersed in a ritual bath, then with regard to the 
matter of having eaten the consecrated food, why would the 
same explanation not be sufficient to exempt him from having 
touched the food? Some explain that his response is only to the 
explicit statement of the witnesses, that he ate the consecrated 
food, and therefore it is not reinterpreted with regard to the 
implicit statement that he touched the food (Mayim Kedoshim; 
see Arukh LaNer). 


Said that he is deemed credible only when the person is 
by himself and only with regard to himself - Kb TN xd 
iayy inyy pay §2°3: Rashi explains that this person would be 
permitted to eat consecrated food when he is by himself, but 
he would not be permitted to eat it in the presence of others. 
Alternatively, he is not permitted to consume the consecrated 
food in the presence of the witnesses who testified against 
him (Ra’avad). The reason for this limitation is so that others, 


that in an analogous case involving a different prohibition, 
the individual may partake of the item in public despite the 
testimony of the witnesses (Responsa of the Maharit 1:14). 
Other commentaries suggest that this halakha is not merely 
a rabbinic decree. Rather, the court actually prohibits him from 
eating these foods, and administers lashes to him if he does eat 
them, based upon the testimony of the witnesses. But when he 
is alone it is permitted for him to eat them because he knows 
for certain that it is permitted (Hazon Ish, Even HaEzer 57:39). 
Rashi explains that the phrase: And with regard to himself, 
indicates that according to Rabbi Yehuda the individual is 
deemed credible only with regard to himself, but the testi- 
mony of the witnesses is binding for others. Consequently, if 
he touched consecrated food, he may eat it himself but may 
not give it to others. Some claim that this person may eat con- 
secrated foods that he touched only if they belong to him, but 
not if they belong to others (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
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Reish Lakish says: Although according to Rabbi Meir one is liable 
to bring an offering based on the testimony of two witnesses that he 
ate forbidden fat even if he denied it, Rabbi Meir concedes to the 
Rabbis that if two witnesses said to him: You engaged in sexual 
intercourse with an espoused maidservant," and he says: I did 
not engage in sexual intercourse, he is deemed credible, since if 
he wishes, he can say to them: I did not complete my act of inter- 
course, in which case, as stated earlier (10b), he is not liable to bring 
a guilt offering. 


Likewise, Rav Sheshet says: Rabbi Meir concedes to the Rabbis 
in the case of an impure nazirite, i.e., one to whom two witnesses 
said: You became impure and are therefore liable to bring a sin 
offering, and he says: I did not become impure," that he is exempt, 
since if he wishes, he can say: I requested from a halakhic authority 
to dissolve my nazirite vow, and he dissolved it. Therefore, it was 
permitted for me to become impure. Nazirites are prohibited from 
becoming impure with the impurity imparted by a corpse, whereas 
non-nazirites may come into contact with a corpse. 


Likewise, Abaye says: Rabbi Meir concedes to the Rabbis that if 
two witnesses said to a person: You know testimony about so-and- 
so, and he says: I do not know, and he takes an oath to this effect, 
he is exempt from bringing an offering for taking a false oath of 
testimony. The reason is that if he wishes, he can say: I did witness 
the event, but I had not intended to offer testimony," in which case 
he is exempt from bringing an offering for taking a false oath of 
testimony. 


Q The mishna teaches that if one unwittingly ate an olive-bulk of 
forbidden fat and then ate another olive-bulk of forbidden fat dur- 
ing one lapse of awareness, he is liable to bring only one sin offering. 
Rabbi Zeira objects to this: Why is he liable to bring only one sin 
offering? But didn’t he eat two olive-bulks of forbidden fat? 


Abaye said to Rabbi Zeira: One is liable to bring two sin offerings 
only when he ate the olive-bulks of forbidden fat during separate 
lapses of awareness, e.g., he ate forbidden fat when he was unaware 
that it was prohibited, and subsequently became aware of the pro- 
hibition and then forgot about it and ate another olive-bulk of for- 
bidden fat. This is derived from the verse: “If his sin, which he has 
sinned, is known to him, then he shall bring for his offering a goat, 
a female without blemish, for his sin which he has sinned” (Leviticus 
4:28). But here there is only one lapse of awareness. 


The Gemara cites a different version of the discussion between 
Rabbi Zeira and Abaye. There are those who claim that Rabbi Zeira 
raised his difficulty to Abaye in this manner: The reason that one 
is liable to bring only one sin offering for his two transgressions of 
eating forbidden fat is that both acts took place during one lapse of 
awareness; but if he ate forbidden fat in two lapses of awareness, 
he is liable to bring two sin offerings. But why? It is one category 
of prohibition of forbidden fat that he has violated, and therefore 
he should bring only one sin offering. Abaye said to Rabbi Zeira: 
With regard to bringing sin offerings, separate lapses of awareness 
render him liable to bring multiple offerings. 


NOTES 


That if he wishes he can say: | did witness the event but | had 
not intended to offer testimony — my AMM x WAX VDI: 
This statement apparently indicates that one must have originally 
intended to testify in order to be liable to bring a sin offering for 
taking a false oath that he does not know any relevant testimony. 
This is based on the phrase: “And he is a witness” (Leviticus 5:1), in 
the verse that requires one to bring a sin offering in such a case. 
Some conclude from here that one who did not intend to be a 
witness at the time that he saw the event may not testify about it 


in court (Tosafot Yeshanim). Nevertheless, this ruling has not been 
accepted as practical halakha (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Edut 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 36:1). Others interpret the 
phrase: | had not intended to offer testimony, to mean that he 
made no attempt to commit the details of the event to memory. 
Since the witnesses testifying against him do not know whether 
or not he remembers the event, he is deemed credible when he 
claims he does not remember it (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; 
Mahari, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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You engaged in sexual intercourse with an 
espoused maidservant, etc. -^3 73n TNW mbya: 
If two witnesses said to a person: You engaged in 
sexual intercourse with an espoused maidservant, 
and he says: | did not engage in sexual intercourse 
with her, he is deemed credible and does not bring an 
offering based upon their testimony. This is because 
he knows whether or not he completed the act of 
intercourse, and his meaning when he claims that 
he did not engage in intercourse is that he did not 
complete the act of intercourse. This ruling is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Reish Lakish. Nevertheless, 
if he declared explicitly that he did not engage even 
in the initial stage of intercourse, it is possible that he 
is liable (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 
9:4 and Mahari Kurkus there; see Rabbi Akiva Eiger). 


In the case of an impure nazirite...and he says: 
I did not become impure - x vai Km... xay VA 
KVI: If a nazirite said: | have not become impure, 
then even if two witnesses testify that he became 
impure, he does not bring an offering based upon 
their testimony. This is because his claim that he has 
not become impure is treated as though he said: | 
am not liable for becoming impure, as | have already 
submitted a request to a halakhic authority to dis- 
solve my vow. Therefore, he is not considered to have 
contradicted the testimony of the witnesses, and the 
operative principle is that a person is deemed credible 
with regard to himself. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Sheshet (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 9:17). 
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NOTES 


Eating food from distinct dishes differentiates 


[mehulakin] 
literally mea 


distinct dishes. But 


- ppan panan: The word mehulakin 
ns distinct, and the phrase simply means 
he commentaries explain that the 


word should appear without the vav, so that it reads 
mehalkin, differentiates (Shita Mekubbetzet). In any event, 
that is how the term is used in this passage. 


Rashi (Shabbat 71a) explains tha 


this is referring to 


a case where he eats dishes that are prepared in two 
different ways, e.g., roasted and cooked; this is also indi- 


cated by the 


explain simply that 


Accordingly, 
of forbidden 


Gemara later on (16a). Other commentaries 
he food is in two different dishes. 
even if the dishes contain the same type 
food, the fact that the food is in separate 


dishes renders the food in each dish distinct, and one 
who eats from both dishes is liable to bring two sin 
offerings, according to Rabbi Yehoshua (see Ramban on 


Shevuot 22a; 


Ritva on Shabbat 68a). 


It is no different if this results in a leniency and it is no 


different if it 
syn: 


consider the 


results in a stringency —xdyxbaph maw xb 
nacase where one ate two half olive- “bulks 


rom two separate dishes, to consider them as distinct 
ransgressions would result in a leniency, as neither act 
would be sufficient to render the individual liable to 
bring asin offering. By contrast, if one ate two olive-bulks 
rom two distinct dishes in one lapse of awareness, to 


acts as distinct transgressions would lead 


o a stringency, as the individual would be liable to bring 
wo sin offerings instead of one. 
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§ The mishna teaches: If one ate forbidden fat, and blood, and 
piggul, and notar in one lapse of awareness, he is liable to bring a 
sin offering for each and every one of them. In a case where one ate 
half an olive-bulk and then ate another half olive-bulk during one 
lapse of awareness, if the two half olive-bulks were both from one 
type of forbidden food, he is liable to bring a sin offering. If they 
were from two types, he is exempt. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: The ruling that if one ate two halves 
ofan olive-bulk of one type of food he is liable to bring a sin offering 
is obvious, as he ate an olive-bulk of a forbidden food. Reish Lakish 
said in the name of bar Tutini: This is referring to a case where he 
ate them from two dishes, and it is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehoshua, who says that eating food from distinct dishes 
differentiates his acts of consumption and renders them separate 
transgressions. 


This ruling was necessary lest you say that when Rabbi Yehoshua 
says that separate dishes render his acts separate transgressions, it 
is no different if this principle results in a leniency and it is no 
different if it results in a stringency." Therefore, the mishna teaches 
us that if he ate two half olive-bulks from two dishes, he is liable to 
bring a sin offering. Evidently, Rabbi Yehoshua says that eating food 
from separate dishes renders his acts of consumption separate trans- 
gressions only when this principle produces a stringency, but he 
did not say it as a leniency. 


There are those who say that this discussion referred to the latter 
clause of the mishna: In a case where one ate half an olive-bulk 
and then ate another half olive-bulk during one lapse of awareness, 
if they were from two types of food, he is exempt. The Gemara 
asks: Isn’t that obvious, as he did not eat an entire olive-bulk of one 
type? Reish Lakish said in the name of bar Tutini: The mishna is 
referring to a case where he ate an olive-bulk of one type, but he 
ate it in two dishes, and it is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua, who says that eating food from separate dishes 
differentiates his acts of consumption and renders them separate 
transgressions. 


This ruling was necessary lest you say that when Rabbi Yehoshua 
says that separate dishes render his acts separate transgressions, he 
says it only when it results in a stringency, but he does not say it 
when it results in a leniency. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that 
ifhe ate an olive-bulk from two types of food, he is exempt. 


The Gemara explains: What does the mishna mean when it states 

the case of eating from two types of food? It is actually a case of 
two half olive-bulks from one type of food; and why does the tanna 

call it two types? It is because he ate it in two dishes, half an olive- 
bulk in each dish, and the mishna teaches that he is exempt. Evi- 
dently, it is no different if it results in a leniency and it is no differ- 
ent if it results in a stringency; in both cases Rabbi Yehoshua says 

that separate dishes render one’s acts of consumption separate 

transgressions. 


The Gemara objects: From the fact that in the latter clause, when 
the mishna refers to two types of food it actually means one type of 
food but the case is where one ate it from two dishes, one can infer 
that when the former clause states that if one ate two half olive- 
bulks of one type of food he is liable to bring a sin offering, it must 
mean that it is one type of food and one ate it from one dish. But if 
so, why is it necessary to state this halakha; isn’t it obvious? 


Eating food from distinct dishes differentiates - panan 
ppan: If one ate an olive-bulk of leftover meat from each of 
five offerings during one lapse of awareness, although he ate 
them from five separate dishes he is liable to bring only one 
sin offering, as they are all subsumed under one prohibition, 


HALAKHA 


and separate dishes do not differentiate the acts of eating into 
separate transgressions. This ruling is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, but rather in accordance with the 
opposing opinion of Rabbi Akiva on 15b (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 6:2). 
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Ravina said: The mishna is referring to a case where he ate the two 
half olive-bulks but he had a period of awareness in the interim, e.g., 
he unwittingly ate half an olive-bulk of forbidden fat, then he became 
aware that he had done so, and subsequently he unwittingly ate 
another half an olive-bulk of forbidden fat. And the mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabban Gamliel, who says: There 
is no awareness for a half-measure." If one unwittingly performed 
a half-measure of a prohibited act and then became aware of his 
transgression, and then again unwittingly performed another half- 
measure of the prohibited act, his awareness in the interim does not 
prevent the two acts from combining. Accordingly, in the case here, 
it is as though he ate a full olive-bulk during one lapse of awareness. 


As we learned in a mishna (Shabbat 105a): With regard to one who 
writes two letters on Shabbat, which is the minimum that one must 
write in order to be rendered liable for this prohibited labor, and he 
did so unwittingly in two separate lapses of awareness, one letter in 
the morning and one letter in the afternoon, Rabban Gamliel 
deems him liable to bring a sin offering for writing on Shabbat, and 
the Rabbis deem him exempt. 


The basis of this dispute is that Rabban Gamliel holds that there is 
no awareness for a half-measure. Therefore, the fact that he became 
aware of his transgression after writing the first letter is of no signifi- 
cance. His awareness does not divide between the first act of writing 
a letter and the second act of writing a letter. And the Rabbis hold: 
There is awareness for a half-measure. Consequently, the two half- 
measures are considered to have been performed during separate 
lapses of awareness, and they do not combine to render him liable 
to bring a sin offering. 


MI S H N A How much time can one expend while eating 
an olive-bulk of forbidden food and still be 
liable for violating the prohibition? The duration is calculated as 
though he were eating toasted grain, which one eats one kernel at 
a time. Ifhe eats the olive-bulk of forbidden food within the amount 
oftime it would take to eat an olive-bulk of toasted grain, he is liable. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: Unless 
the amount of time he expends from beginning to endis more than 
the time it takes to eat a half-loaf [peras] of bread, "™ he is liable. 


BACKGROUND 


Time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread - p15 nba ‘JD: The 
commentaries disagree whether the size of the loaf of bread that 
serves as the basis for this measurement of time is equivalent to 
the volume of six egg-bulks or eight egg-bulks. There is also a 
dispute as to both the volume of an egg, with opinions ranging 
from 40 cc to 100 cc, as well as whether the time it takes to eat 
a half-loaf of bread is calculated separately for each individual or 
standardized based upon the time taken by an average person. 


Awareness for a half-measure - 11) rend m: If one unwit- 
ingly ate half an olive-bulk of forbidden fat, became aware of his 
ransgression, and then unwittingly ate another half olive-bulk of 
orbidden fat, he is exempt from bringing an offering. Likewise, if 
one unwittingly wrote one letter on Shabbat, became aware of 
his transgression, and then unwittingly wrote an additional letter 
adjacent to the first, he is exempt. This is because he became 
aware of his transgression in the interim, and there is awareness 
or a half-measure, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:8). 


Time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread - 515 nox a: Ina 
case where one ate half an olive-bulk of a forbidden food and 
then ate another half an olive-bulk, if he ate the full olive-bulk 
within the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, he is liable to 


HALAKHA 


Some derive the measurement of time from the statement in 
the Gemara later (13a) that equates it with the time necessary 
for immersion, which is mentioned elsewhere as the amount of 
time necessary to walk half a mil, or approximately nine minutes. 
By contrast, other sources state that it is the amount of time it 
takes to walk two hundred cubits, which is approximately two 
minutes. The opinions of the halakhic authorities range between 
these two extremes. 


be flogged, to receive karet, or to bring an offering, depending 
on the details of the case. If he expended more time than that, 
his acts of eating do not combine together and he is exempt, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. The halakhic authori- 
ties dispute how much time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread: 
According to the Rambam, it is the time it takes to eat three 
egg-bulks, whereas according to the Tur, citing Rashi, it is the 
time it takes to eat four egg-bulks. The Shulhan Arukh cites both 
opinions, and the later authorities, including the Mishna Berura, 
rule that with regard to a Torah law one should follow the strin- 
gent opinion, but with regard to a rabbinic law one may follow 
the lenient opinion (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:3; 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:8; and Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 6:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 612:4). 


LANGUAGE 


Half-loaf [peras] - D39: From the root peh, reish, samekh, 
meaning to break. Accordingly, the term refers to a frag- 
ment or a portion of an item. Generally, when the word 
peras is used with regard to a size or amount, it means half 
of an item, which is the simplest fragment. Consequently, 
in this case it refers to half a loaf of bread. 


NOTES 


The time it takes to eat a half-loaf [peras] of bread — 
D9 mbox *13: Although it is accepted by all opinions 
that the word peras means a half-loaf, there is a tannaitic 
dispute (Eiruvin 82b) as to whether a loaf in this context 
is equivalent to six or eight egg-bulks. According to Rashi, 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion that it is 
eight egg-bulks, and a half-loaf is therefore equivalent to 
four egg-bulks. The Rambam maintains that the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion that a loaf is six egg- 
bulks, which means that a half-loaf is three egg-bulks. 
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BACKGROUND 

Quarter-log [revit] — my37: The word revit literally 
means one-quarter. Unless indicated otherwise, this 
term refers to a quarter of a log, which is a talmu- 
dic measure of liquid volume equal to six egg-bulks. 
According to Rabbi Hayyim Na'e’s standard method of 
converting talmudic measurements, one /og is equiva- 
lent to approximately 346 ml. A quarter-/og therefore 
measures approximately 86.5 ml. 

The quarter-/og is the standard unit of measure- 
ment for many halakhot. For example, a quarter-/og is 
the minimum amount of wine over which kiddush may 
be recited, and which a nazirite must drink in order to 
be liable to receive punishment. It is the amount of 
blood from a corpse that confers ritual impurity, and 
the minimum quantity of certain edible liquids that 
renders one liable for desecrating Shabbat if one trans- 
fers them from one domain to another on Shabbat. 


HALAKHA 


If one drank a quarter-log of wine and entered 
the Temple - wapad DIDNT ang: Any priest 
fit to perform the Temple service who drinks wine 
is prohibited from entering the Temple beyond the 
ocation of the altar and from performing the Temple 
service. If he nevertheless entered and performed 
he Temple service, his service is disqualified and he 
is liable to receive the punishment of death at the 
hand of Heaven. If he entered but did not perform 
he Temple service, he is flogged. This is the halakha 
if he drank a quarter-log of wine all at once. But if he 
interrupted his drinking in the middle, or diluted the 
wine with water, he is exempt, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, whose ruling is accepted 
in the Gemara on 13b as authoritative (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:1). 
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Likewise, one who ate a quarter-loaf of ritually impure foods or 
drank a quarter-log of ritually impure liquids" within the amount 
oftime it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread is rendered unfit to partake 
of teruma, the portion of the produce designated for priests, until 
he becomes pure. Similarly, if one drank a quarter-log® of wine and 
entered the Temple," and he remained there for the time it takes 
to eat a half-loaf of bread, he is liable." Rabbi Elazar says:" If he 
interrupted his drinking of the quarter-log of wine or if he placed 
any amount of water into the wine, he is exempt. 


GEMARA“* dilemma was raised before the Sages: 

Does Rabbi Meir state his opinion, that the 
duration of time is calculated as though one were eating toasted 
grain, as a stringency or does he state it as a leniency? The Gemara 
elaborates: Does he state it as a stringency, and this is what he is 
teaching: The duration is calculated as though he were eating 
toasted grain a little at a time, and therefore even if it takes him the 
entire day to consume an olive-bulk of the forbiden food, and even 
though from beginning to end he expends more than the time it 
takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, since he consumed a full olive-bulk 
in one extended act of eating, he is liable; and the Rabbis said to 
him that unless he expends less than the time it takes to eat a half- 
loaf of bread, he is liable, but if he expends more than the time it 
takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, he is exempt? 


Or perhaps Rabbi Meir says his opinion as a leniency, as this is 

what he is teaching: The duration is calculated as though he were 

eating toasted grain, which is eaten continuously one kernel after 
another, and therefore he is liable only ifhe did not interrupt at all 

in between his bites. But ifhe interrupted in between them, then 

although the duration from beginning to end was less than the 

time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, he is exempt; and the Rab- 
bis said to him: Since the amount of time from beginning to end 

is less than the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, he is liable, 
despite the interruptions. 


The Gemara suggests a resolution: Come and hear the mishna: 
And the Rabbis say: Unless the amount of time he expends from 
beginning to end is the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. 


NOTES 


One who ate one quarter-loaf of ritually impure foods or drank 
a quarter-/og of ritually impure liquids - Anv prav pair bars 
pxav ppwi: One who eats impure foods or liquids does not 
become impure by Torah law. This is because a person becomes 
impure only from contact with a primary source of impurity, and 
foods and liquids cannot become primary sources of impurity. 
Nevertheless, the Sages decreed that one who eats impure foods 
equivalent to a quarter-loaf of bread, or drinks a quarter-log of 
impure liquids, disqualifies teruma if he comes into contact with it 
before he immerses in a ritual bath. Consequently, Rashi explains 
hat when the mishna states that if he entered the Temple he is 
iable, it is referring specifically to the case of one who consumes 
a quarter-/og of wine, as it is prohibited by Torah law to enter the 
Temple after drinking wine. 

Others maintain that when the mishna states that if he entered 
he Temple he is liable, it is referring even to the case of one who 
eats or drinks ritually impure foods or beverages. They explain 
hat one can become impure by Torah law by eating or drink- 
ing impure foods or beverages, as they claim that a food that 
came into contact with a corpse is considered a primary source 
of impurity and consequently can render a person impure (Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola on 13b). Alternatively, the mishna is 
referring to one who ate the carcass of a kosher bird or drank the 
blood of a non-kosher creeping animal, by which he is rendered 
impure by Torah law (Josafot Yeshanim on 13b). Others contend 


that the person is impure by rabbinic law, and when the mishna 
states that he is liable it does not mean that he is liable by Torah 
law, but rather he is liable to be flogged by rabbinic decree (Shita 
Mekubbetzet, citing Tosefot; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 3:18). 


If one drank a quarter-log of wine and entered the Temple... 
he is liable - an... wpa D333) py NVI ANW: This is due to the 
mitzva given to Aaron and his sons: “Drink no wine nor intoxicating 
drink, you, nor your sons with you, when you go into the Tent of 
Meeting, that you shall not die” (Leviticus 10:9). Some commentar- 
ies maintain that the prohibition is not violated by merely entering 
the Temple after drinking wine; rather, one must also perform the 
Temple service in order to violate the prohibition (Tosafot, based 
on Torat Kohanim). Others contend that an intoxicated priest who 
enters the Temple during the time of the Temple service and walks 
up to or beyond the location of the altar is liable to be flogged, 
although he is not liable to receive the punishment of death at the 
hand of Heaven (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:15; 
see Ramban on Sefer HaMitzvot, prohibition 73). 


Rabbi Elazar says - v2ix awhy ya; Although many versions of 
the Gemara text state Rabbi Eliezer here, numerous commentaries 
emend the text to refer to Rabbi Elazar. This is based on the Gemara 
later (13b), which ascribes this opinion to Rabbi Elazar. 
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Granted, if you say that Rabbi Meir issued his ruling as a strin- 
gency, and that one is liable even ifhe ate the olive-bulk over a long 
period of time, this is the reason that the tanna teaches that the 
Rabbis say: Unless the amount of time he expends, meaning: 
Unless his expenditure of time is no more than the time it takes to 
eat a half-loaf of bread, he is exempt. 


But if you say that Rabbi Meir issued his ruling as a leniency, mean- 
ing that if one interrupts in the middle of eating he is exempt, the 
tanna should have stated: And the Rabbis say: If he expended 
more than the time it takes to eat a half-loaf, he is exempt, which 
would indicate that ifhe expended less than this amount of time he 
is liable, even ifhe interrupted his eating in the middle. Rather, isn’t 
it correct to conclude from it that Rabbi Meir issued his ruling as 
a stringency? The Gemara affirms: Conclude from it that this 
is correct. 


§ Ravnai says that Shmuel says: With regard to forbidden fats and 
with regard to an unslaughtered animal carcass, one is liable for 
eating an olive-bulk even with interruptions unless the time he 
expends from beginning to end is more than the time it takes to 
eat a half-loaf of bread, in accordance with the opinion of the Rab- 
bis in the mishna. Ifhe ate impure foods in the volume of a quarter- 
loaf of bread, or he ate repugnant creatures or creeping animals," 
or drank a quarter-log of impure liquids, he becomes impure and 
may not partake of teruma, even if consumption extended for the 
entire day, provided that they are eaten within the time it takes to 
eat a half-loaf of bread. 


The Gemara asks: What is Shmuel saying? Rav Pappa said that this 
is what he is saying: Even ifhe eats the quarter-loaf of food over the 
course of the entire day he becomes impure, but that is the halakha 


only where he ate each olive-bulk within the time it takes to eat a 
half-loaf of bread. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: All impure foods 
combine together to disqualify one’s body from eating teruma if 
he ate a quarter-loaf of the impure food. What, is this not referring 
to a case where he ate the quarter-loaf within the time it takes to 
eat a half-loaf of bread? The Gemara explains: No, it is referring to 
a case where he ate each olive-bulk within the time it takes to eat 
a half-loaf of bread, but he ate the full quarter-loaf in longer than 
that amount of time. 


The Gemara raises an objection from another baraita: All impure 
foods combine to disqualify one’s body from eating teruma if he 
ate a quarter-loaf of the impure food within the time it takes to eat 
a half-loaf of bread. How so? In a case where he ate and then ate 
again, if from the beginning of the first period of eating until the 
end of the last period of eating there is no more than the amount 
of time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, they combine together. 
If the time spent eating is more than that, they do not combine 
together. 


NOTES 


Repugnant creatures or creeping animals - own my pw: Later 
commentaries question this statement, as although most creatures 
included in this category are prohibited in consumption, and one 
violates the prohibition by consuming an olive-bulk of them, they 
do not transmit any impurity, including impurity of foods (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 4:14). There are eight such 
creatures specified by the Torah that do transmit impurity, but one 
violates the prohibition by eating a lentil-bulk of them, rather than 


an olive-bulk. Therefore, the Gemara must be referring to consuming 
flesh of the eight creeping animals whose prohibited measure is a 
lentil-bulk. Alternatively, perhaps creeping animals are also included 
in the rabbinic decree that impure foods disqualify one who con- 
sumes them if he eats each olive-bulk in the time it takes to eat a 
half-loaf of bread (Arukh LaNer on 12b). Some versions of the text 
omit the phrase: Repugnant creatures and creeping animals (Shita 
Mekubbetzet). 
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HALAKHA 


All impure foods combine...all impure liq- 
uids combine - ppwar bp...parpya patent ba 
pawn: In the case of one who eats a quarter- 
oaf of impure foods, or drinks a quarter-log of 
impure liquids, within the time it takes to eat a 
half-loaf of bread, even if he interrupts his eat- 
ing or drinking numerous times, he is rendered 
impure and is disqualified from eating teruma. If 
he ate or drank the requisite amount but over a 
onger period than the time necessary to eat a 
half-loaf of bread, he is not rendered impure and 
is not disqualified from eating teruma (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 8:11 and 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:1-3). 
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NOTES 


The baraita continues: The Sages did not permit one who ate" less 
than the minimum measure of impure foods, i.e., a quarter-loaf, to 
descend and to immerse in a ritual bath. Ifhe descended, immersed, 
ascended, and then ate more impure food and thereby completed 
consumption of the full measure of a quarter-loaf, this second act 
combines with his previous consumption of impure food and ren- 
ders the person unfit to consume teruma, despite the immersion in 
the interim. The Sages permitted a pregnant woman to eat less than 
the minimum measure due to the danger’ of her miscarrying. 


All impure liquids combine" to disqualify one’s body from eating 
teruma if one consumes a quarter-log" within the time it takes to 
eat a half-loaf of bread. How so? In a case where he drank and then 
drank again, and in total he drank a quarter-log, if from the begin- 
ning of the first act of drinking until the end of the last act of 
drinking there is no more than the amount of time it takes to eat 
a half-loaf of bread, they combine together. But if the period of 
drinking is more than that amount of time, they do not combine. 


With regard to a woman who has the status of first-degree impurity 
because she came into contact with one who was impure with impu- 
rity imparted by a corpse, the Sages permitted her to nurse her 
child, and her child remains pure. If the child touches teruma he 
does not render it disqualified, despite having consumed milk that 
presumably became impure upon leaving the body of the mother. 
This concludes the baraita. 


The Gemara explains its objection from the baraita: In any event, the 
baraita taught that if from the beginning of the first period of eating 
until the end of the last period of eating there is no more than the 
amount of time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, they combine 
together. This apparently contradicts the opinion of Ravnai, who says 
that if one eats a quarter-loaf of impure food in total and ate each 
olive-bulk within the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, his acts 
of eating combine together and he is disqualified from consuming 
teruma. The Gemara concludes: The refutation of the opinion of 
Ravnai is a conclusive refutation. 


§ The Gemara further discusses the baraita. The Master said above: 
The Sages did not permit one who ate less than the minimum mea- 
sure ofimpure foods, i.e., a quarter-loaf, to descend and to immerse 
in a ritual bath. The Gemara asks: What is he saying; why is this 
prohibited? 


The Sages did not permit one who ate — dion yr x: The 
Vilna edition of the Talmud includes in this phrase the word 
leekhol, to eat, so that it states: They did not permit one to eat, 
etc. Other manuscripts contain the word /eokhel, one who ate. 
This is the version cited in Rashi and preferred by the Bah, and 
it is the version reflected in the translation here. 


The Sages permitted a pregnant woman to eat less than 
the minimum measure due to the danger - mary ab yn 
mp7 290 Wywa Ning diay: The context of the baraita 
indicates that this is referring to consuming impure foods. The 
early commentaries question this interpretation, as there is 
no prohibition against consuming impure foods, or against 
becoming impure in general, other than on a Festival, or for a 
priest or a nazirite to become impure with impurity imparted by 
a corpse. Some commentaries dispute this assumption, claim- 
ing that there is a prohibition against eating impure food (see 
Tanna deVei Eliyahu, chapter 16; Rashi on Hullin 35a). At the very 
least, haverim, a group of people devoted to the meticulous 
observance of mitzvot, especially the halakhot of ritual purity, 
teruma, and tithes, accepted upon themselves to be strict with 
regard to this matter (see Tosefta, Demai2:2). Some suggest that 
this is referring to a case where the woman will have to partake 
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of teruma, and the Sages permitted her to eat impure food first, 
provided that she consumes less than an olive-bulk within the 
time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread (Josafot). According to 
these explanations, the prohibition referred to here applies by 
rabbinic law (see Tosafot Yeshanim; Arukh LaNer). 

According to Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola, the baraita 
is referring to a pregnant woman who smelled food on Yom 
Kippur and was overcome by a craving to eat it. In such a case, 
one feeds her until she recovers, as her failure to eat it might 
place her life in danger (see Yoma 82a). Although she may eat 
as much as necessary, if possible she should eat less than a 
large date-bulk, which is the measure that incurs liability for 
eating on Yom Kippur, during the time it takes to eat a half-loaf 
of bread. Others contend that even if that is not the subject of 
discussion here, the halakha in such a case may be derived from 
this baraita (Ramban in Torat HaAdam). Yet other commentaries 
suggest that the baraita is referring to any situation concerning 
the consumption of a prohibited item (Menahem Shlomo). 


All impure liquids combine to disqualify one’s body if one 
consumes a quarter-log, etc. — n% bios) paysa ppwan bs 
^aa MIATA TAT: This baraita indicates that all the liquid one 
drinks within the amount of time it takes to eat a half-loaf of 


bread combines to reach the required measure of a quarter-/og, 
which disqualifies one’s body from consuming teruma. Some 
derive from here that this is the amount of time for all halakhot 
hat pertain to drinking, just as it is the amount of time for eating 
(Ra‘avad). By contrast, the Rambam rules, based on the Tosefta, 
hat in other areas of halakha, e.g., the prohibition against a 
non-priest consuming teruma or the prohibition against drink- 
ing on Yom Kippur, the relevant time frame is the amount of 
ime it takes to drink a quarter-log of liquid. This is considerably 
shorter than the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. Some 
explain that in the case of the disqualification of one’s body 
rom eating teruma, which is a rabbinic law, the Sages were 
more stringent so that people would not take rabbinic decrees 
ightly (Maggid Mishne on Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shevitat Asor 2:4). Others suggest that with regard to halakhot 
determined by the fact that one derives pleasure from his act 
of drinking, the relevant time frame is shorter. By contrast, the 
halakha of disqualification from consuming teruma after one 
has consumed impure liquids does not depend on pleasure, 
and therefore the relevant time frame is the regular one for 
eating food (Mahari Kurkus on Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 10:3). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


ning Sox wap ITP 117K 
biau wh biwar Kb- ywan 
z whem aby bay) 1Y ow 
Hya 4 IIX: AD DNI WYA 
shag nba PRB YT? prey remap 
minya 


m37 nan mp nan yen 
BD ITAN isn my xa yx 
ning may) ab navn aanp 37 
Tapp oR Kaw Hox MWIN 


pad na say yah sent np 
IPD NITKA THAD MN ADA NY 
brn T WY cab pt 


Appa WIN Worx xd KIND) 
Am 37 vars ITT 99 by nison 
JDM MDP ANAK Ta 131 WX 

sri by naaa nop ran x 


ACI ADT IDW NY KILN 
isbn nt xpi? PMID XPINPA 
isan pyn abn ipn Tiy 


jsb pa save men adn snp 
KAVA AYR - ADT qb sow pa 
qh bys 


Rav Yehuda said that this is what the tanna in the baraita is saying: 
If he ate less than the minimum measure that causes impurity, the 
Sages did not permit him to descend and immerse. As, ifhe would 
descend and immerse and ascend" and eat more impure food and 
thereby complete the full measure of a quarter-loaf within the time 
it takes to eat a half-loaf, all the impure food he ate would combine 
together to disqualify him from eating teruma; and yet he might 
come to say: My first immersion following my first consumption 
of impure food was effective for me, and no additional immersion 
is required now that I ate merely another half-measure of impure 
food. But in fact, he does not know that immersion is effective in 
purifying him only at the end, and that if he now makes contact 
with teruma he will render it disqualified. Therefore, the Sages pro- 
hibited immersion in such a case to prevent one from reaching this 
erroneous conclusion. 


The Gemara analyzes another statement from the baraita: It was 
taught that the Sages permitted a pregnant woman to eat less 
than the minimum measure" due to the danger of her miscarrying. 
Under the assumption that she is permitted to eat only less than the 
measure but not a full measure, the Gemara objects: Since it is 
permitted for her due to the danger, let her even eat a lot, i.e., more 
than the measure. Rav Pappa said that this is what the baraita is 
teaching: They permitted a pregnant woman to eat less than the 
measure ofan olive-bulk within the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of 
bread, even if she ultimately eats a lot in this manner, due to the 
danger of her miscarrying. 


The Gemara further discusses the baraita: It was taught that with 
regard to a woman who came in contact with one who was impure 
due to a corpse, the Sages permitted her to nurse her child," and 
her child remains pure and may therefore be fed teruma. The 
Gemara asks: Why is he pure? Once he nurses from the milk of his 
mother, he becomes impure from the milk. 


And if you would say that the mother’s milk was not rendered 
susceptible to impurity" because it never came into contact with a 
liquid, which is necessary in order to render a food item susceptible 
to impurity, that is not so, as it is rendered susceptible to ritual 
impurity due to the drop of milk that is smeared on the nipple. 
Since this drop is not consumed by the child, it attains the status of 
a liquid rather than a food, and it subsequently renders the rest of 
the milk that passes through the nipple susceptible to impurity. Rav 
Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: The baraita is referring to 
a case where the child nursed with one strong suck, and therefore 
it did not leave a drop of milk smeared on the nipple. 


Rava said: There are two refutations of this statement: One is that 
we see that the mouth of the infant is filled with milk, which 
means that it is impossible for it to have sucked so powerfully that 
it immediately swallowed all the milk without leaving a drop on the 
nipple. And furthermore, the mother’s milk does not need to be 
rendered susceptible to impurity like other foods in order to become 
impure and transmit impurity. This is because the location from 
which the milk emerges is a spring, i.e., it has the same status as 
the woman's body. Therefore, if the woman is impure, her milk is 
also impure. 


Rava elaborates: Asa mishna (Makhshirin 6:8) teaches: A woman’s 
milk renders food with which it comes into contact susceptible to 
impurity, whether it emerges to the satisfaction of the infant or 
not to its satisfaction. By contrast, the milk of an animal" renders 
food susceptible to impurity only if it emerges to the satisfaction 
of the animal’s owner. 


And if you would say that the mother’s milk was not rendered 


NOTES 
contact with a liquid, even if that liquid is pure, as the verse states: 


susceptible to impurity — Wax xb sn 31: By Torah law, a “But if water be put upon the seed, and some of their carcass fall 


food item is not susceptible to ritual impurity unless it comes into 


on it, it is impure for you” (Leviticus 11:38). 


HALAKHA 


He would descend and immerse and ascend — bay mals 
awy: If one ate less than a quarter-loaf of impure ‘food, 
immersed i in a ritual bath, and then ate more impure food, 
and altogether he ate a quarter-loaf of impure food within 
the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, he is impure 
and disqualified from eating teruma. The commentaries 
raise the question of why the Rambam did not cite the 
prohibition against immersing in this case (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 8:11; see Arukh LaNer 
and Likkutei Halakhot). 


The Sages permitted a pregnant woman to eat less 
than the minimum measure — dion) may) ab wrt 
aywan nina: A pregnant woman is permitted to con- 
sume less than a quarter-loaf of impure food within the 
time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, due to the possible 
danger involved if she is prevented from doing so. She 
may eat even a significant quantity of impure food in 
this manner, and she remains pure and is not required to 
immerse. Similarly, if a pregnant woman smells a forbid- 
den food or smells food on Yom Kippur and as a result her 
face changes color, she may be fed a small amount of the 
food even if she does not request it (Rema). If she does 
not recover she is fed more, but less than the measure 
of food or drink that would incur liability. She should 
wait between acts of eating for the time it takes to eat 
a half-loaf of bread, or if she is drinking, for at least the 
time it takes to drink a quarter-log (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 8:13 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 617:2, 
618:7-8). 


To nurse her child - ma nx pan: If a woman is impure 
with first-degree impurity and nurses her child, the child 
remains pure. This is because even if her child consumed 
a quarter-log of milk, it is possible that he did so in longer 
than the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, as a nurs- 
ing child does not consume his entire meal at once. This 
ruling is in accordance with the baraita and the explana- 
tion of Rava. Although his opinion that the location of 
the milk is defined as a spring is rejected, his explanation 
of the baraita is nevertheless accepted (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 8:12). 


A woman's milk...the milk of an animal — ... 1x abn 
mara: If the milk of a domesticated or undomesticated 
animal emerges in a manner that is not to the satisfaction 
of its owner, e.g. it oozed out of the udder on its own or 
the owner unwittingly caused it to emerge, the milk is 
not susceptible to ritual impurity and cannot render other 
foods susceptible to impurity. A woman's milk is suscep- 
tible to impurity and can render food items susceptible 
to impurity regardless of how it emerges, because it is fit 
for the consumption of a child. Nevertheless, if the child 
clearly indicated that he did not desire the milk, it is not 
considered a liquid (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Okhalin 10:4 and Mahari Kurkus there). 
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HALAKHA 


A menstruating woman who had milk dripping. ..the 
oven becomes impure - x20 san...29n Jw TONT: 
All types of liquids and secretions that emerge from 
an impure individual are impure and impart impurity, 
whether they emerged intentionally or unintentionally. 
Therefore, if the milk of a menstruating woman, or of a 
woman who experienced a discharge of uterine blood 
not during her expected time to have her menstrual 
period [zava], dripped into the airspace of an oven, the 
oven and all items inside it become impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:5). 


There are nine liquids with regard to a zav - myn 
aira pwr: The nine liquids that can emerge from a 
zav ot zava do not all have the same halakhic status 
with regard to ritual impurity. Saliva, urine, and semen 
are primary sources of impurity and impart impurity 
to humans and utensils. Tears, blood, and milk have 
the status of a secondary source of impurity, and they 
impart impurity to utensils by rabbinic law. Sweat, pus, 
and excrement are entirely pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:16). 


BACKGROUND 


Zav — 3y: A zav is a man who becomes ritually impure 
as a result of multiple secretions of a white, pus-like 
discharge from his penis. Not only does the man himself 
become ritually impure, he also imparts ritual impurity 
o vessels or people by coming into contact with them, 
by being moved by them, by moving them, by lying 
or sitting on them, or through the medium of a large 
stone that the zav is lying on, if it is positioned over 
hem. The fluids he secretes, i.e., his saliva, urine, and 
semen, impart ritual impurity, and any article on which 
he sits or lies becomes a primary source of ritual impurity 
and can itself impart ritual impurity to other objects. 
A woman who experiences a flow of menstrual-type 
blood for three consecutive days during a time of the 
month when she is not due to experience menstrual 
bleeding is a zava, and she imparts ritual impurity in the 
same manner as a zav. In addition, a man who engages 
in intercourse with her becomes a primary source of 
ritual impurity and transmits ritual impurity to others. 


Perek III 
Daf13 Amud b 


122 KARETOT : PEREK III: 13B + :X 973 p9 


be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


T K set — pth KDW ad one 
Iaun ane 


TIT MB! WHT KI VY NPY 
Kb PID) VPY PX padt - WY 
py pap - pyr VAD KYON DNI py 
12 nP Ipy pap DI NYNA 

DPNPI 


PY NIST pyn ap oipo sa 


DAN PTI 177 IPW TONT AM 
7) twp ov nan - man mgY 
TPPA PPIK WIP NIA 

mm3 by nsbaibn 


-PIPI ADD N7 NIT WDD! 
TYPA ADN TADS DID NANT 
app AMY) ayaa aie ppp 
DN iy myn DAA pity -0N 

inaa 


ppwD nnw paon - Mes om 
- yhy ogg iair ipn awaa 
TE Daa mon Awa PRAVA 


"a 277 Pya 377 Dip AYN I 
iaia KTO Sa PAN MMW KAVI 
TON I7 ipa mya pow NY HPM) 

IKIT poy wx 


What, is it not correct to say that when the mishna states that the 
milk emerged not to the satisfaction of the infant, it means that 
the milk is not amenable to him at that time, and yet the mishna 
teaches that it renders food susceptible to impurity? Since liquids 
generally render foods susceptible to impurity only if they come in 
contact with the food with the owner’s approval, it is clear that a 
woman's milk has a different status than other foods or liquids. This 
means that it need not come into contact with a liquid in order to 
become impure or to impart impurity to another item. The question 
therefore remains: Why does the child remain pure when he drinks 
this impure liquid? 


Rather, Rava said that this is the reason that her child remains 
pure: The reason is that it is uncertain whether it nursed the mea- 
sure of milk necessary to disqualify it from consuming teruma, or 
whether it did not nurse a sufficient amount of milk. And even if 
you say that it nursed a sufficient amount of milk, it is still uncertain 
whether it nursed the required amount of milk within the time it 
takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, or whether it nursed that amount 
in more than the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread and 
therefore is not disqualified from consuming teruma. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rava, is it cor- 
rect that the location from which the milk emerges is considered 
like a spring, and therefore if the woman is impure the milk is also 
impure, and it does not need to be rendered susceptible to ritual 
impurity by contact with a liquid? 


But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Kelim 8:11): In the case of a men- 
struating woman who had milk dripping from her nipples, and it 
fell into the airspace of an oven, the oven becomes impure." And 
this poses a difficulty for us: In what way was the milk rendered 
susceptible to impurity, such that it can become impure or render 
the oven impure? And Rabbi Yohanan said: It was rendered sus- 
ceptible by the drop of milk smeared on the nipple. Apparently, 
Rabbi Yohanan maintains that a woman’s milk must be rendered 
susceptible in order to contract impurity. 


And if you would say that Rava does not hold in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as one amora is permitted to dis- 
agree with another, but isn’t it taught in a baraita: You are found 
saying that there are nine liquids with regard to a zav:"* The sweat, 
ill-smelling pus, and liquid excrement are more pure than all of 
them, i.e., they do not become impure and do not render other 
items susceptible to impurity. The tears that emerge from his eye, 
and the blood that emerges from his wound, 


and the milk of a woman who is a zava transmit impurity of liq- 
uids where there is a quarter-log. The saliva, gonorrhea-like dis- 
charge ofa zav, and urine transmit severe impurity in any amount. 


And if you say in accordance with the opinion of Rava that the 
location from which the milk emerges is considered a spring, then 
milk also should transmit severe impurity in any amount, like 
the gonorrhea-like discharge of a zav and his saliva. Rather, con- 
clude from it that the location from which the milk of a woman 
emerges is not considered to be a spring, and the milk must be 
rendered susceptible to impurity in order to become impure or 
transmit impurity. 
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The Gemara objects: If so, this mishna in Makhshirin cited earlier 
(13a), which Rava said supports his opinion, is difficult, as it states 
that awoman’s milk renders food susceptible to impurity whether 
it emerged to the satisfaction of the infant or not to his satisfaction. 
The mishna is difficult, as food is generally rendered susceptible to 
impurity only when the liquid comes into contact with it to the 
owner's satisfaction. 


The Gemara explains: Do you maintain that the term: Not to their 
satisfaction, that the mishna states, means that the emergence of 
the milk is not amenable to him? No; rather, what is the meaning 
of the expression: Not to his satisfaction, that the mishna states? 
It means that the child did not indicate whether he desires the 
milk or not, but as a child’s mind is close to milk, i.e., he generally 
enjoys the milk, an explicit indication of interest or satisfaction is 
unnecessary in order for the milk to be susceptible to ritual impurity 
or to render other food items impure. But if he says, i.e., indicates, 
explictly that the milk is not amenable to him, then the milk is not 
susceptible to ritual impurity, and it remains pure. 


The mishna teaches that if one ate one quarter-loaf of ritually 
impure foods or drank a quarter-log of ritually impure liquids, or if 
one drank a quarter-log of wine, and he entered the Temple and 
remained there for the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, he is 
liable. The Gemara objects: Why do I need him to remain" in the 
Temple in order to be liable, such that it teaches: And remained 
there? Rav Yehuda said that this is what the mishna is teaching: In 
the case of one who ate a quarter-loaf of ritually impure foods or 
drank a quarter-log of impure liquids, or drank a quarter-log of 
wine, and remained involved in eating them or drinking them for 
no more than the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, and then 
entered the Temple, he is liable. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Elazar says: If one interrupted 
his drinking of the quarter-log of wine, or if he placed any amount 
of water into the wine, he is exempt. The Sages taught in a baraita: 
When the Torah instructs Aaron the High Priest: “Drink no wine 
nor intoxicating drink," you, nor your sons with you, when you go 
into the Tent of Meeting, that you shall not die” (Leviticus 10:9), 
one might have thought that this applies even if he drank any 
amount, and even if he drank wine from its press, i.e., wine that 
has not finished fermenting. 


Therefore, the verse states: “Nor intoxicating drink,” indicating 
that only the consumption of a quantity of wine sufficient to intoxi- 
cate is prohibited. And how much wine is sufficient to intoxicate? 
It is a minimum of a quarter-log of wine that is forty days old, 
which has already fermented. 


Ifso, why must the verse state “wine,” when the term “intoxicating 
drink” would have sufficed? It is to tell you that although one is not 
liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven for it, it is prohibited 
to drink any amount of it, even less than a quarter-log, and then 
enter the Temple; and similarly, it is prohibited to drink it from its 
press and then enter the Temple, and one who does so is liable to 
be flogged, as is the case with any other prohibition by Torah law. 


HALAKHA 


Drink no wine nor intoxicating drink - nun x 33W)»: Any old. But if he drank less than a quarter-log of wine, or if he drank a 


priest who is fit to perform the Temple service and drinks wine is 
prohibited from entering the Temple beyond the location of the 
altar. If he did so and performed the Temple service, the service 
is disqualified and he is liable to receive the punishment of death 
at the hand of Heaven. This is the halakha if he drinks a minimum 
of a quarter-/og of undiluted wine that was more than forty days 


quarter-/og but paused while drinking and diluted the wine with 
water, or if he drank wine less than forty days old, he is exempt 
from liability and does not disqualify the Temple service. This 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, which 
was accepted by Rav as the halakha (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 1:1). 


NOTES 


Why do | need him to remain - nw % mab: The 
Gemara initially assumes that the tanna means that if 
one drinks wine, enters the Temple, and remains there 
for the amount of time that it takes to eat a half-loaf of 
bread, he is liable. Therefore, the Gemara posits that one 
should be liable immediately upon entering the Temple, 
or according to Tosafot, immediately after beginning to 
perform the Temple service. Although the Gemara in 
Shevuot 14a states that in the similar case of one who is 
impure, he must remain in the Temple for a short time 
in order to be liable, that is referring to one who became 
impure after entering the Temple, or one who entered 
the Temple unwittingly while in a state of impurity and 
subsequently became aware that he was impure. By 
contrast, one who knows he is impure and enters the 
Temple is liable immediately. 
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BACKGROUND 

Sweet dried fig from Ke’ila — mbyp aban: This is referring 
toa dried fig from the town of Ke'ila in Judea. Apparently, the 
figs in this area were a unique strain with a high concentra- 
tion of sugar. In addition, the Gemara elsewhere mentions 
that honey oozed out of these figs, and it appears that this 
honey fermented and became alcoholic. In fact, consuming 
a large quantity of sugar, even without alcohol, can cause 
minor poisoning, because the liver cannot process the sug- 
ars as quickly as necessary. It may cause one to become dis- 
oriented and to experience feelings of nausea, similar to the 
experience of one who has consumed alcoholic beverages. 


Dried figs 


Location of Ke'ila 
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Rabbi Yehuda says: From the word “wine” I have derived only that 

wine is forbidden; from where is it derived that other intoxicating 

beverages are forbidden as well? The verse states: “Nor intoxicat- 
ing drink.” If so, why must the verse state “wine”? This comes to 

teach that for entering the Temple after drinking wine one is liable 

to receive the punishment of death at the hand of Heaven, but for 

entering after drinking other intoxicating drinks," one violates only 

a regular prohibition. 


Rabbi Elazar says" that the verse is interpreted to mean: Wine you 
shall not drink, and intoxicating drink, meaning that you shall 
not drink it in the manner of its being intoxicating. But if one 
interrupted his drinking, or placed any amount of water into it 
and drank it, he is exempt. 


The Gemara explains: With regard to what do they disagree? The 

first tanna holds: We learn by verbal analogy that the term “intoxi- 
cating drink” is referring to wine, from the term “intoxicating 

drink” mentioned with regard to a nazirite in the verse: “He shall 

abstain from wine and intoxicating drink” (Numbers 6:3). There it 

is referring only to wine (see Nazir 4a). 


But Rabbi Yehuda does not derive that the term “intoxicating 
drink” refers only to wine by the verbal analogy from the term 


“intoxicating drink” stated with regard to a nazirite. Consequently, 


he interprets the word as referring to an intoxicating drink that 
is not wine. And Rabbi Elazar holds: What is the meaning of 
the phrase: “Wine and intoxicating drink”? It is not referring 
to two separate items, but rather to wine in the manner that it 
intoxicates. 


The Gemara comments: In accordance with whose opinion is that 
which is taught in the following baraita: In the case of one who ate 
a sweet dried fig from Ke’ila,’ or drank honey or milk, all of which 
can have an intoxicating effect, and he entered the Temple and 
performed the Temple service, he is flogged. In accordance with 
whose opinion is this? It is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that any item which intoxicates is 
included in the prohibition. Rav Yehuda bar Ahotai says: The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar," and 
Rav referred to Rabbi Elazar as the most gratified of the Sages, 
as the halakha is in accordance with his opinion. 


HALAKHA 


But for other intoxicating drinks - ppw agw dyn: If a priest 
became intoxicated due to drinking a beverage other than 
wine, including milk, or due to eating sweet dried figs, and he 
entered the Temple and performed the Temple service, he is 
liable to be flogged but the Temple service is valid. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Although 
the Gemara here rules that the halakha is in accordance with 


Rabbi Elazar says - Wax why ya; Although many versions 
of the texts read: Rabbi Eliezer says, many commentaries (see, 
e.g., Shita Mekubbetzet) emend the text to refer to Rabbi Elazar. 
This is based on the continuation of the Gemara, as Rav states 
that Rabbi Elazar is the most gratified of the Sages because the 
halakha is in accordance with his opinion. 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar — awh ‘215 miso: Tosafot ask why Rav rules in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar here, rather than that 
of Rabbi Yehuda, whereas elsewhere (Ketubot 10b) Rav himself 
rules that if one eats dates he may not issue a halakhic ruling, 
as dates cause distraction that affects one in a manner similar 
to intoxication (Rashi). In fact, in the She’iltot deRav Ahai Gaon 
(81) the ruling is in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda here, based 


NOTES 


the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, other talmudic passages, such as 
the ruling of Rav with regard to dates (Ketubot 10b), indicate 
that with regard to becoming intoxicated from other beverages, 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 
Furthermore, it is possible that Rabbi Elazar does not disagree 
with Rabbi Yehuda in this case (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 1:2, and Mahari Kurkus and KesefMishne there). 


on the Gemara in Ketubot, and that is also the ruling of the 
Rambam. Tosafot answer that even according to Rabbi Elazar 
there is a rabbinic prohibition against issuing rulings after eating 
dates from Keila. 

Alternatively, Tosafot in tractate Ketubot (10b) explain that 
even according to Rabbi Elazar one who has consumed intoxi- 
cating beverages other than wine, or one who has eaten dates 
from Ke'ila, is prohibited from performing the Temple service; 
but if he does so in violation of the prohibition, the service is 
valid. Some commentaries note that Rabbi Yehuda's opinion 
is logical, as the main point is that it is prohibited for a priest 
to enter the Temple when his mind is unsettled, which is the 
case regardless of which type of intoxicating beverage he has 
consumed (Mahari Kurkus). 
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The Gemara relates that Rav Aha of the city of Huzal had taken 
a vow not to derive benefit from his wife. He came before Rav 
Ashi to request that he dissolve the vow. Rav Ashi said to him: Go 
now and come back tomorrow, as I have just drunk wine, and it is 
prohibited for me to issue a halakhic ruling, as Rav would not place 
a disseminator’ before him to communicate his lectures to the 
masses from the meal of one Festival day until the other, i.e., the 
next morning, due to drunkenness. Since it was customary to 
drink wine during Festival meals, Rav would not deliver public 
lectures on Festival days, as one who has consumed wine may not 
issue halakhic rulings. 


Rav Aha said to him: But doesn’t Rav say: The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar that if one diluted 
the wine he drank with water and entered the Temple he is exempt; 
and the Master is one who puts water into his wine? Rav Ashi said 
to him: That is not difficult; that ruling of Rabbi Elazar applies in 
a case where one drank precisely a quarter-log of wine," whereas 
in this case I drank more than a quarter-log of wine. In such a case 
one does not maintain a clear mind even if he mixed in a small 
amount of water. 


§ In the continuation of the passage in which the Torah prohibits 
a priest from entering the Temple after drinking wine, the verse 
states: “And that you may differentiate between the sacred and the 
common, and between the impure and the pure; and that you may 
instruct the children of Israel in all the statutes which the Lord has 
spoken to them by the hand of Moses” (Leviticus 10:10-11). The 
Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And that you may 
differentiate between the sacred and the common.” These terms 
are referring to the halakhot of values and valuations, dedications 
and consecrations," and the verse is teaching that it is prohibited 
to issue a ruling concerning these matters after drinking wine. 


“Between the impure and the pure”; these terms indicate that it 
is prohibited for one who drank wine to render decisions with 
regard to ritually impure items and ritually pure items. “And that 
you may instruct”; this is referring to issuing a ruling™ about 
what is permitted or prohibited. “All the statutes”; this is referring 
to the halakhic expositions’ of the Torah. “Which the Lord 
has spoken’; this is referring to halakha transmitted orally to 
Moses from Sinai. “By the hand of Moses”; this is referring to the 
Talmud," the deliberations on the Oral Law, from which halakhic 
conclusions are derived. It is prohibited to teach any of these 
subjects after drinking wine. 


NOTES 


Values and valuations, dedications and consecrations — 37 
miw paw porwr: The Gemara is referring to various types of 
vows of consecration: Values are vows to donate the monetary 
value of a person or object to the Temple. Valuations are vows to 
donate the valuation of an individual according to the standards 
set by the Torah (see Leviticus 27:1-8). Consecrations refer to one 
who consecrates some of his possessions to the Temple treasury, 
and dedications are when one consecrates his property for use in 
the Temple or by the priests, with certain conditions. The point is 
that one who has drunk wine may not issue a ruling about whether 
or not an object has been consecrated (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola), nor may he assess the object's value so that the owner 


can redeem it (Rashi). 


And that you may instruct, this is referring to issuing a ruling - 
CTIA it minh: According to Tosafot (Sanhedrin 42a), this prohibi- 
tion applies only to rulings concerning ritual law, but it does not 
include monetary law, and that is the implication of Rashi here as 


lectures consist primarily of aggada and the interpretation of the 
Bible, one may not deliver them after drinking wine. Some com- 
mentaries indicate that this is because the lectures would also 
contain some halakhic instructions about ritual law (Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola). Others suggest that the term midrashot 
refers to halakhot that are derived through exegesis of the Torah, 
e.g, by means of the thirteen hermeneutical principles (Ra’avad 
on Torat Kohanim; Maharsha). 


Talmud - Tn: This is referring to the type of study in which 
the Sages engaged even in the tannaitic period, and which is 
commonly found in the Gemara: Interpretations of mishnayot, 
resolving apparent contradictions between mishnayot, and finding 
the basis for different possible outcomes of halakhic issues (Rashi 
on Shabbat 13b and on Hagiga 10a). Likewise, the term Talmud 
sometimes includes additional comments that were appended 
to the Mishna, e.g.: And the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi 
so-and-so. Since these statements were not always intended to 


well. Other sources indicate that it is prohibited to issue a ruling actually offer a halakhic ruling, the Sages stated that one does 


in either of those categories (see /yyun Ya'akov; Beur HaGra on 


Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 7:5). 


Halakhic expositions [midrashot] - 


miwn: Rashi explains that 
this is referring to delivering public lectures: Although these 


not derive halakhic conclusions from the Talmud (see Nidda 7b). 
The commentaries dispute whether the Gemara here prohibits 
only immersing oneself in the types of analyses described here 
as Talmud, or even reviewing the text of the Talmud (see She'iltot 
deRav Ahai Gaon 82). 


BACKGROUND 


Disseminator [amora] - NTR: In this context, the 
word amora has the same meaning as the term dis- 
seminator [meturgeman] used in the Mishna. The dis- 
seminator used in the discourses of the Sages was 
generally a Sage himself, occasionally an eminent one. 
His task was to translate the discourse from Hebrew 
into Aramaic, as well as to project the words loudly 
enough that all those present could hear them. In fact, 
sometimes more than one disseminator was used if 
here was an especially large crowd, when one person 
was insufficient. 

Often, the disseminator would not merely trans- 
ate and project the Sage’s discourse; he would also 
explain it. The Sage delivering the discourse some- 
imes expressed only the outline of the topic, and the 
disseminator would expand upon it and explain it to 
he audience. This is why the Sages of the Talmud 
referred to themselves as amora’‘im, as they considered 
hemselves to be merely expanding upon and explain- 
ing the statements of the tanna‘im. 


HALAKHA 


That ruling of Rabbi Elazar applies in a case where 
one drank precisely a quarter-/og of wine, etc. - 
"31 YTS N7: If a priest drank more than a quarter- 
log of wine, he is liable to receive the punishment 
of death at the hand of Heaven, and he disqualifies 
the Temple service, even if the wine was diluted or 
he paused while drinking it, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 1:1). 


And that you may instruct; this is referring to issu- 
ing a ruling — mewn it minh: Just as it is prohibited 
for a priest to enter the Temple after drinking wine, 
so too it is prohibited for anyone to issue halakhic 
rulings after drinking wine. Even if one ate dates or 
drank milk and his mind became slightly unsettled, 
he should not issue a halakhic ruling. If the subject 
matter is explicit in the Torah to the extent that even 
the Sadducees accept it, e.g., the ruling that a creeping 
animal is impure, a frog is pure, or that it is prohibited 
to consume blood, it is permitted for him to issue the 
ruling (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 
1:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 242:13 in the comment 
of Rema). 
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One might have thought that it is prohibited to teach even Mishna 

after drinking wine. Therefore, the verse states: “And that you may 

instruct,” indicating that the prohibition is limited to material that 

provides practical halakhic instruction, whereas one does not derive 

practical rulings from the Mishna. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
says: One might have thought that even teaching Talmud is 

prohibited." Therefore, the verse states: “And that you may instruct,” 
indicating that the prohibition is limited to issuing halakhic rulings, 
but it does not include teaching material such as Talmud, although 

halakhic conclusions may be derived from it. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that which 
is taught in a baraita: The rulings that a carcass ofa creeping animal 
is ritually impure and that a carcass of a frog is pure are excluded 
from this principle, as those who have drunk wine may issue a 
halakhic ruling about these matters. Let us say that this is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
says it is permitted to teach Talmud, and these conclusions are obvi- 
ous from the Talmud, and that it is not in accordance with the opin- 
ion of the Rabbis. The Gemara responds: You may even say that it 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, and that this case 
is different, as it is a topic that one could go learn in a children’s 
school, and teaching is not considered issuing a halakhic ruling. 


Rav says: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, that it is permitted to teach material 
from which halakha may be derived, but it is prohibited to issue 
halakhic rulings. The Gemara objects: But Rav himself would not 
place a disseminator before him to communicate his lectures to the 
masses from the meal of one Festival day until the other, i.e., the 
next morning, due to drunkenness. The Gemara explains: Rav is 
different, as he would issue halakhic rulings during his lectures. The 
Gemara further objects: And let him place a disseminator and deliver 
alecture but not issue halakhic rulings. The Gemara explains: Wher- 
ever Rav sits and delivers a lecture, it is not possible for him to do 
so without issuing a halakhic ruling. 


MI S H N A There is a case where one can perform a single 


act of eating" an olive-bulk of food and be 
liable to bring four sin offerings and one guilt offering for it. 
How so? This halakha applies to one who is ritually impure who 
ate forbidden fat, and it was left over from a consecrated offering 
after the time allotted for its consumption [notar], on Yom Kippur. 
He is liable to bring sin offerings for eating forbidden fat and notar, 
for eating the meat of an offering while impure, and for eating on 
Yom Kippur. He is also liable to bring a guilt offering for misuse of 
consecrated property. 


Rabbi Meir says: If it was Shabbat and he carried it out from a 
private domain to a public domain while eating it, he would be liable 
to bring an additional sin offering for performing prohibited labor on 
Shabbat. The Rabbis said to him: That liability is not from the same 
type of prohibition, as it is not due to the act of eating, and therefore, 
it should not be counted. 


HALAKHA 


One might have thought that even teaching Talmud is pro- 
hibited - mn JX Sis»: Although it is prohibited for one who is 
intoxicated to issue halakhic rulings, he may teach Torah, including 
halakhot and halakhic expositions, provided that he does not issue 
any practical halakhic rulings. If he is a Sage who regularly issues 
halakhic rulings, he may not teach while intoxicated, as his lectures 
are considered equivalent to halakhic rulings. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, which Rav 
accepted as the practical halakha, and in accordance with the 
Gemara’s explanation of his opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 1:4). 


A single act of eating - nnx TPX: If one eats an olive-bulk of 
food that is forbidden due to multiple prohibitions while he is 


unaware of all of them, he is liable for violating each prohibition. 
Therefore, if one who is impure ate an olive-bulk of forbidden fat 
that was notar, on Yom Kippur, he is liable to bring four sin offerings 
and one guilt offering: One sin offering is due to the prohibition 
against an impure individual eating sacrificial food, another is for 
eating forbidden fat, a third is for eating notar, and the last is for 
eating on Yom Kippur. With regard to the liability for eating on 
Yom Kippur, this is the halakha only if he eats enough food so that 
altogether he consumes the volume of a large date, which is the 
minimum measurement for liability for eating on Yom Kippur. The 
guilt offering is brought for the misuse of consecrated property, as 
he unwittingly derived benefit from consecrated property (Ram- 
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:4, and see Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:18). 
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G E M ARA The Gemara suggests: Let us say that it is 

evident from the mishna that Rabbi Meir 
holds that a prohibition takes effect where another prohibition 
already exists." The Gemara counters: Although he does not gener- 
ally hold that a prohibition takes effect where another prohibition 
already exists," with regard to a more inclusive prohibition and an 
expanded prohibition," he holds that the second prohibition does 
take effect where a prohibition already exists. Under certain circum- 
stances a second prohibition takes effect, and under other circum- 
stances it does not. When the second prohibition is an expanded or 
inclusive prohibition, it takes effect. 


Therefore, in the case in the mishna ofa ritually impure person who 
ate leftover forbidden fat from an offering, one who was initially 
pure was prohibited from eating the food only due to the prohibi- 
tion of forbidden fat. Once the person became impure," since he 
became prohibited from eating even pure pieces of sacrificial meat, 
an additional prohibition is also added to the forbidden fat. The 
prohibition against an impure person eating sacrificial meat is con- 
sidered an inclusive prohibition, and therefore it takes effect even 
though the prohibition against eating forbidden fat already applied. 


And likewise, the forbidden fat was initially forbidden only in 
consumption. When he consecrated the animal, it became prohib- 
ited to derive benefit from it in any manner. Therefore, since the 
prohibition against deriving any form of benefit was added to it, 
it was also added with regard to eating the forbidden fat." Conse- 
quently, the prohibition against misusing consecrated property, 
which is an expanded prohibition, applies even to one who eats the 
forbidden fat. 


HALAKHA 


A prohibition does not take effect where another pro- 
hibition already exists - 1D% by bn INK PX: There is a 
principle with regard to Torah prohibitions that a prohibi- 
tion does not take effect upon an already-existing prohibi- 
tion, except in one of the following three cases: If the two 
prohibitions take effect simultaneously; if the second is an 
expanded prohibition; or if the second is a more inclusive 
prohibition. It is possible for numerous prohibitions to 
apply to the same item, provided that they meet these 
criteria. An example is the case of an impure person who 
on Yom Kippur ate forbidden fat that was left over from 
an offering after the time allotted for its consumption; he 
is liable to bring four sin offerings and one guilt offering 
if he violated these prohibitions unwittingly (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 17:8 and Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 14:19; and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:4). 


NOTES 


A prohibition takes effect where another prohibition already 
exists — DX byb o: According to most opinions, a pro- 
hibition cannot take effect where there is an already-existing 

Torah prohibition. For example, if one eats meat from an animal 

hat did not undergo ritual slaughter and was then cooked 

with milk, he is flogged only for eating meat from an unslaugh- 
ered animal, not for the prohibition of milk and meat. The 

reason is that the animal was first forbidden only because it 
was unslaughtered, and it was only afterward that it became 

orbidden due to an additional factor, that it was cooked with 

milk. Some tanna’im, such as Rabbi Shimon (see Yevamot 32a), 
maintain that a prohibition never takes effect where another 
prohibition already exists. According to other Sages, in certain 

instances it can take effect. There is an opinion that the principle 
hat a prohibition does not take effect where another prohibi- 
ion already exists applies only to the punishment meted out by 
he court or the obligation to bring an offering for the transgres- 
sion; it is not relevant to liability at the hand of Heaven (Meiri 

on Yevamot 32b). This means that the transgressor achieves 
atonement for his sin only if he repents for every prohibition 

he transgressed. 


A more inclusive prohibition and an expanded prohibition - 
‘Did NDN) is VN: The terms inclusive prohibition and 
expanded prohibition refer to two distinct categories of prohibi- 
tions that, according to some opinions, take effect even where 


there is already an existing Torah prohibition. The fundamental 
difference between these two categories is as follows: A pro- 
hibition’s quality of being expanded pertains to the object of 
the prohibition. For example, if an item was prohibited to one 
individual or for a specific amount of time, and then another 
prohibition takes effect that renders the item prohibited to a 
wider group of people, or for a longer period of time (Ra’avad), 
the second prohibition is considered an expanded prohibition, 
and it takes effect despite the existence of the original prohibi- 
tion. An example of this is a widow who then remarries and 
gets divorced. When she was a widow, she was forbidden in 
marriage only to a High Priest, not to an ordinary priest. When 
she became a divorcée, she was forbidden in marriage to an 
ordinary priest. Since the latter prohibition takes effect with 
regard to ordinary priests, it takes effect with regard to a High 
Priest as well, and if he marries her, he will have violated two 
prohibitions. Another example is if the second prohibition has 
a wider application, e.g., if the item was prohibited in consump- 
ion and the second prohibition renders it prohibited in any 
orm of benefit. 

A prohibition’s quality of being inclusive pertains to the 
person. For example, if one eats forbidden foods on Yom Kippur, 
he is liable for violating both prohibitions. Since the prohibition 
of eating on Yom Kippur rendered it forbidden for a person 
o eat permitted foods, it renders it forbidden for him to eat 
orbidden foods as well. 


Another case in which two prohibitions can apply at the 
same time is in a case where they both take effect simultane- 
ously, e.g., when Yom Kippur occurs on Shabbat, in which case 
he prohibitions of Yom Kippur and Shabbat come into effect at 
he same time (Rambam's Commentary on Mishna). 


Once the person became impure, etc. — ^3) KAD a mI: 
t seems that this is not referring to a case where he actually 
became impure and then consecrated the animal, as in that 
case, no additional prohibition would be added with regard 
o the animal's fat when he became impure. Rather, the actual 
sequence of events is that he first consecrated the animal and 
hen became impure (see Tosefot Yom Tov). Some maintain that 
it is referring to a situation where he initially become impure 
and subsequently consecrated the animal, and the prohibitions 
against deriving benefit from a sacrificial animal and eating 
sacrificial meat in a state of impurity take effect simultaneously 
(see Arukh LaNer). 


md 


Since the prohibition against deriving of benefit was 
added to it, it was added with regard to eating the forbid- 
den fat - Dm2 MA IPIN ANITT PON AVA IDIMRT i: 
Rashi explains that misusing consecrated property is an 
expanded prohibition, as it renders the fat prohibited not only 
in consumption but also in any other form of benefit (see 
Tosafot on Hullin 101a). 
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HALAKHA 


You do not find a case where the prohibitions of 
notar and ace apply to one animal — Sak ania 

for violating the ae ee of both piggul and notar 
through one act of eating, as piggul is an offering 

that was disqualified when its sacrificial services were 

being performed, whereas notar status applies only 
to an offering that was sacrificed properly and whose 

permitted time for consumption has expired (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:19). 


Where one brought upon the altar a limb from 
an offering that was piggul - rah baa aX nwnw 
nam: If one brings meat that is piggul, notar, or ritually 
impure upon the altar, and the fire takes hold of the 
majority of the meat, the prohibition is abrogated 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
18:21). 


A handful of a meal offering that is piggul that one 
brought - nwnw Diwa ynip: If there is a handful ofa 
meal offering that became piggul and part of it was 
brought upon the altar and has already been set on 
fire, the prohibition is abrogated and the rest of it may 
be brought onto the altar. This is the halakha even 
if only a minority of the handful has been brought 
onto the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 3:10 and Mishne LaMelekh there). 
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And still, the consecrated forbidden fat is prohibited only to an 

ordinary person, but it is permitted to the Most High, i.e., the 

altar. When it becomes leftover, since a prohibition was added 

with regard to the Most High, as it is now prohibited to sacrifice it 

upon the altar, the expanded prohibition ofleftover sacrificial meat 
is added with regard to an ordinary person as well. If Yom Kippur, 
during which the person is prohibited from eating anything, takes 

effect with regard to it, since a prohibition was added with regard 

to eating non-sacred food, a prohibition is also added with regard 

to food that had been consecrated to the Most High. The prohibi- 
tion against eating on Yom Kippur is an inclusive prohibition, and 

therefore it takes effect even with regard to eating leftover sacrificial 
meat. 


The Gemara objects: And let the mishna teach: There is a case 
where one can perform a single act of eating an olive-bulk of food 
and be liable to bring five sin offerings, rather than four, and inter- 
pret it as a case where he ate an olive-bulk from an offering that 
was sacrificed with the intent to consume it after its appointed 
time [piggul]. The Gemara explains: The mishna is referring to a 
case of one animal, but is not referring to a case of two animals, 
and you do not find a case where the prohibitions of leftover sac- 
rificial meat [notar] and piggul apply to one animal." From the 
moment an offering is rendered piggul it may not be sacrificed or 
eaten, and therefore it is not subject to the prohibition of notar. 


The Gemaraasks: Why is it not possible for the prohibitions of notar 
and piggul to apply to the same animal? You find it in a case where 
one brought upon the altar a limb from an offering that was 
piggul," as from that time its piggul status has been abrogated," and 
it becomes notar once the time that it may be sacrificed has passed. 


And this is as Ulla says: In the case of a handful of a meal offering 

that is piggul that one brought" upon the altar, its piggul status has 

been abrogated and it becomes leftover. Consequently, he is liable 

with regard to the limb that was offered for violating the prohibition 

of notar, and is liable with regard to the rest of the animal for violat- 
ing the prohibition of piggul. The Gemara answers: The mishna is 

referring to one limb, but it is not referring to two limbs, and you 

do not find notar and piggul with regard to one limb. 


The Gemara asks: Why is there no such case? You find it in a situa- 
tion where one brought a limb from a piggul offering upon the 
altar, and he placed half of it upon the altar and half of it outside 
of the altar. In such a case, with regard to that portion of the limb 
which he placed upon the altar, its piggul status has been abrogated 
and it becomes notar. And this is as Ulla says: In the case of a 
handful of a meal offering that is piggul that one brought upon the 
altar, its piggul status has been abrogated and it becomes notar. 
By contrast, the part of the limb that was not placed upon the altar 
retains its status as piggul. 


NOTES 
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You do not find a case where the prohibitions of leftover sacri- 
ficial meat [notar] and piggul apply to one animal - Sava ania 
ab PDW xb maga xma: The reason for this is as follows: An 
offering attains the status of piggul only if the priest had the dis- 
qualifying intent while performing one of its four sacrificial services: 
Slaughtering, collecting the blood, bringing the blood to the altar, 
and presenting it upon the altar. Since it is only after that stage that 
the parts of the animal are fit to be burned on the altar or eaten, 
an animal that is piggu/ never becomes fit to be sacrificed or eaten. 
And because the prohibition of leftover sacrificial food pertains 
only to food that was fit to be sacrificed or eaten, one animal can 
never be both piggul and notar (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). Others explain simply that this is due to the principle that 
one prohibition cannot take effect where another already exists, 
and the prohibition of notar is not an expanded prohibition or a 


more inclusive prohibition in relation to the status of piggul (Arukh 
LaNer, interpreting Rashi; Olat Shlomo). 


As its piggul status has been abrogated - mman mbwa ypot: 
The Sages derive from the verse: “The altar shall be most holy; 
whatever touches the altar shall be holy” (Exodus 29:37) that even 
disqualified offerings need not be taken off the altar once they 
have been placed upon it (see Zevahim 83a). According to Ulla, 
interpreting the opinion of his teacher Rabbi Yohanan (see Zevahim 
43b), this statement means that the disqualified item is no longer 
piggul. Nevertheless, from the discussion in tractate Zevahim it 
appears that this applies only after the fire on the altar has taken 
hold of the offering. Later commentaries discuss the relationship 
between these two talmudic passages (see Tzon Kodashim; Panim 
Meirot). 
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The Sage answering the question said to the questioner: No, the 
status of piggul cannot be abrogated from part of a limb. Rather, 
if the majority of the limb is on the altar, then throw it on the 
altar, i.e., the entire limb has the status of being on the altar. If the 
majority of the limb is outside the altar, throw it outside, i.e., it is 
considered as though the limb was not placed on the altar at all. 


The Gemara objects: If so, one can resolve the dilemma that Rami 
bar Hama raised: Does one follow the majority with regard to 
limbs or not? According to the previous interpretation of the 
mishna, one does follow the majority with regard to limbs. The 
Gemara explains: Rather, the reason that the mishna did not men- 
tion the prohibition of piggul is that it is referring to the consump- 
tion of one olive-bulk’ of forbidden fat, and is not referring to two 
olive-bulks. Even if parts of one limb can have the status of piggul 
and other parts can be leftover sacrificial meat, one single olive-bulk 
cannot have both statuses. 


The Gemara asks: And is the mishna not referring to a case of more 
than one olive-bulk? But isn’t it taught that one is liable to bring a 
sin offering for eating on Yom Kippur, and on Yom Kippur it is 
only eating the volume of a large date that obligates one to bring 
a sin offering, and the volume ofa large date contains the volume 
of two olives? 


Rabbi Zeira said: It is referring to a case where he eats a kidney 
with the fat attached to it." He is liable to bring three of the sin 
offerings enumerated in the mishna for eating the olive-bulk of fat, 
and the additional amount of kidney he eats brings his total con- 
sumption to the volume ofa large date, so that he is liable for eating 
on Yom Kippur. Rav Pappa said: It is referring to a case where he 
ate an olive-bulk of the fat and completed the volume ofa large date 
with dates. 


Rav Adda bar Aha teaches that the mishna is stating that one can 
be liable to bring five sin offerings for one act of eating, not just four, 
and he interprets it to be referring to a case where one ate an 
olive-bulk of piggul from another animal together with the olive- 
bulk of forbidden fat, and he does not answer in accordance with 
these answers that we answered in the name of Rav Pappa and 
Rabbi Zeira. 


The Gemara objects: And let the mishna teach that one can be liable 
to bring six sin offerings, and interpret it as referring to a case 
where he consumed an olive-bulk of blood in addition to the other 
two olive-bulks. The Gemara explains: The mishna is referring to 
one act of eating, but is not referring to two acts of eating, and the 
Sages calculated that one’s throat does not hold more than two 
olive-bulks at once. 


NOTES 


It is referring to the consumption of one olive-bulk — n33 
p/P IM: As explained earlier, the same piece of meat cannot 
be subject to both piggul and notar, since if it was brought onto 
the altar and becomes notar, this must mean that its piggul 
status has already been abrogated. Moreover, it is impossible to 
divide an olive-bulk so that half of it is placed on the altar and 
the other half outside of the altar. Even if such a division could 
be performed, the prohibition of notar would not take effect for 
half of an olive-bulk, as an offering of less than an olive-bulk 
has no significance, and therefore the status of piggul has not 
been abrogated (Rashi). 


It is a case where he eats a kidney with the fat attached to it - 
nana Kaby a3: The commentaries ask: If this is referring 
o a piece of meat that is the size of two olive-bulks, why does 
it not state that eating the forbidden fat renders him liable due 
o the prohibition of piggul, and eating the kidney renders him 
iable due to the prohibition of notar? They explain that as the 
mishna’s reference to one act of eating has been interpreted by 
he Gemara to mean a single olive-bulk, all of the prohibitions 
isted in the mishna must apply to that same olive-bulk. It is 
only with regard to eating on Yom Kippur that the olive-bulk 
must be supplemented with additional food in order for one 
o consume the minimum amount necessary for a full violation 
of the prohibition (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
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HALAKHA 


The joining of courtyards and the prohibition 
against carrying do apply to Yom Kippur - avy w? 
DaT o myin: Just as it is prohibited to travel 
beyond the relevant boundary or to carry from one 
domain to another on Shabbat, it is likewise pro- 
hibited to do so on Yom Kippur. The only difference 
between Shabbat and Yom Kippur with regard to 
prohibited labor is that one who intentionally per- 
forms a prohibited labor on Shabbat is liable to be 
punished with death by stoning, whereas one who 
does so on Yom Kippur is liable to receive the pun- 
ishment of karet (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shevitat Asor 1:2 and Hilkhot Eiruvin 8:4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 416:4, 611:2). 


In order to render a non-priest fit - WI N% vert: 
By Torah law, any Jew can be designated to bring the 
scapegoat to the wilderness. In practice, the High 
Priests would refrain from appointing an Israelite for 
this task (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 3:7). 


Even when the appointed man is in a state of ritual 
impurity - ngawa yon: Even if the individual des- 
ignated to send the scapegoat away became ritually 
impure, he may still enter the Temple and take out 
the scapegoat, as it is stated: “With an appointed 
man into the wilderness,” which teaches that the 
scapegoat must be sent with the person designated 
for this task, even if he became impure (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:21). 


And even when Yom Kippur occurs on Shabbat — 
nava yor: Ifthe scapegoat becomes ill and cannot 
walk on its own, the designated individual places 
it on his shoulders and carries it, even on Shabbat 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKip- 
purim 5:19). 


LANGUAGE 


Error [beruta] - xma: This term is derived from bar, 
meaning outside. In other words, this opinion is an 
external one, which was not stated or was not worthy 
of being stated in the study hall. This is a polite way 
to say that the statement is incorrect (Arukh, entry 
bar). Some versions of the text read beduta instead of 
beruta. Beduta is from the root beit, dalet, alef, or beit, 
dalet, heh, and carries the sense of creating an idea 
that is not true (see | Kings 12:33). In other words, that 
Sage never actually said this; rather, one of his stu- 
dents said so independently or mistakenly inferred 
this opinion from something he had heard from his 
teacher (Ritva on Bava Metzia 71b). 
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§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Meir says: If it was Shabbat and 
he carried it out from the private domain into the public domain 
while eating it, he would be liable to bring a sin offering for perform- 
ing a prohibited labor on Shabbat. The Gemara objects: And let the 
mishna teach: If he carried it out he is liable, as the mishna is 
referring to one who ate on Yom Kippur, which is also a day when 
labor is prohibited. What is the reason that it teaches: If it was 
Shabbat and he carried it out he is liable? Why mention Shabbat at 
all? Rafram said: That is to say that the joining of courtyards in 
order to permit carrying, and the general prohibition against car- 
rying from one domain to another, apply with regard to Shabbat," 
but the joining of courtyards and the prohibition against carrying 
do not apply with regard to Yom Kippur. 


The Gemara asks: From where is this conclusion derived? Perhaps 
the joining of courtyards and the prohibition against carrying do 
apply to Yom Kippur," and this is what the mishna is teaching: If 
it was Shabbat and he carried it out from one domain to another 
he is liable due to the prohibition against carrying on Shabbat and 
also due to the prohibition against carrying on Yom Kippur. 


Rather, if the statement of Rafram was stated, it was stated with 
regard to this case, as it is taught in a baraita: The verse states 
with regard to the scapegoat of Yom Kippur: “And he shall send it 
away with an appointed man into the wilderness” (Leviticus 16:21). 
The word “man” is mentioned in order to render a non-priest fit" 
for this task. The term “appointed” indicates that the scapegoat is 
always sent away at the appropriate time, even when the appointed 
man is in a state of ritual impurity, ™ and even when Yom Kippur 
occurs on Shabbat." In addition, the word “appointed” is referring 
to one who was designated for the task the day before. 


The baraita taught that the word “appointed” indicates that the 
scapegoat is sent away even on Shabbat, and in this context Rafram 
says: That is to say that the joining of courtyards and the prohibi- 
tion against carrying apply with regard to Shabbat, but the joining 
of courtyards and the prohibition against carrying do not apply 
with regard to Yom Kippur. 


The Gemara objects to Rafram’s inference: From where does he cite 
proof for this inference? The case of the scapegoat is different, as 
its validity on Yom Kippur is in this manner. Even if the prohibi- 
tion against carrying does apply on Yom Kippur, the Torah explicitly 
commanded that the scapegoat be sent away on that day, and there- 
fore it is permitted. Rather, the statement cited in the name of 
Rafram is an error [beruta],' and it was not actually stated in the 
study hall. 


The joining of courtyards and the prohibition against carrying 
apply with regard to Shabbat, etc. - 15) naw) TRYIN AVY: 
By rabbinic law, one may not carry in a courtyard shared by two 


NOTES 


The term appointed indicates that the scapegoat is sent away 
even when the appointed man is in a state of ritual impurity - 
mgawa boy yy: In other words, even if the one designated to 
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or more houses unless all the residents place food in one of the 
houses, thereby symbolically creating one joint household. This is 


called the joining o 
ment is in order to p 
against carrying fro 
natively, Rabbeinu 


courtyards. The reason for this rabbinic enact- 
revent one from violating the Torah prohibition 
m a private domain to a public domain. Alter- 
Hayyim, one of the tosafists, maintains based 


on a slightly different version of the text that this statement of the 


Gemara means tha 
labors on Shabbat, i 
but not on Yom Kipi 


carrying is joined with the other prohibited 
.e,, itis considered one of the prohibited labors, 
pur. 


send the scapegoat to the desert becomes impure, he enters the 
Temple courtyard in order to take the goat (Yoma 66b). The term 


“appointed” indicates that as he has been designated for this role, he 


alone may fulfill it, and therefore he may enter the Temple in a state 
of impurity (Rabbeinu Elyakim). Others explain that this halakha is 
derived from the verse: “But the goat. . shall be set alive before the 
Lord. ..to send him away” (Leviticus 16:10), which indicates that the 
appointed individual must take the goat from “before the Lord,’ i.e., 
in the Temple (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Gilyon Mahari). 
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MI SHNA There is a case where one can engage in a 


single act of intercourse and be liable to 
bring six sin offerings for it." How so? It is possible for one who 
engages in intercourse with his daughter to be liable due to having 
violated the prohibitions of engaging in intercourse with his daugh- 
ter, his sister, the wife of his brother, the wife of his father’s 
brother, a married woman, and a menstruating woman. 


NOTES 


There is a case where one can engage in a single act of inter- 
course and be liable to bring six sin offerings for it - xa w 
nixon wy oy am nm mya: This is referring to a situation 
where a man fathers a daughter through an incestuous relation- 
ship with his own mother, in which case his daughter is also his 
half sister. That daughter then marries his brother and is either 
widowed or divorced from him, and subsequently marries his 
father’s brother. If he then unwittingly has intercourse with her 
while she has the status of a menstruating woman, he is liable 
to bring six sin offerings for having violated six prohibitions: 
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Engaging in intercourse with his daughter; his sister; his brother's 
wife, as this prohibition remains even in effect after his brother 
dies or divorces his wife; his father’s brother's wife; a married 
woman; and a menstruating woman. According to some com- 
mentaries, the mishna is referring to a case where she was wid- 
owed or divorced from his father’s brother and married someone 
else, as the prohibition against engaging in intercourse with the 
wife of one's father’s brother remains even after their marriage 
has terminated (Rambam). 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: How could one become 
liable to bring multiple sin offerings? But 
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Rabbi Meir does not hold that a prohibition takes effect where 
another prohibition already exists." The Gemara answers: Although 
he generally does not hold that a prohibition takes effect where 
another prohibition already exists, with regard to an expanded 
prohibition and a more inclusive prohibition, he does hold that 
it takes effect" where another prohibition already exists. 


Consequently, the ruling stated in the mishna applies in a case where 

one engaged in intercourse with his mother and thereby fathered 

a daughter, so that the prohibitions against engaging in intercourse 

with his daughter and with his sister come into effect simultane- 
ously. If that daughter married his brother, then since a prohibi- 
tion was added with regard to his other brothers, to whom she has 

now become forbidden, it is an expanded prohibition, and therefore 

a further prohibition is added with regard to him as well. 


NOTES 


But Rabbi Meir does not hold that a prohibition takes effect 
where another prohibition already exists — va mb m xm 
VON by bn VN PRA: This question refers back to the discus- 
sion on the previous amud, which concluded that according to 
Rabbi Meir, who is assumed to be the tanna of all unattributed 
mishnayot, a prohibition takes effect where another prohibition 
already exists only in the case of an expanded prohibition or a 
more inclusive prohibition (Rashi). This explains why the Gemara 
does not phrase its initial question as follows: Let us say that it is 
evident from the mishna that Rabbi Meir holds that a prohibition 
takes effect where another prohibition already exists, as it did in 
the aforementioned discussion (Arukh LaNer). 


With regard to an expanded prohibition and a more inclusive 
prohibition he does hold that it takes effect - -ppia voy 
mb mY this VNI: Some commentaries emend the text to 
read: With regard to an expanded prohibition and a simultaneous 
prohibition he does hold that it takes effect (Shita Mekubbetzet). 
This is due to the fact that the ensuing discussion clarifies that the 
prohibitions in the mishna fall into these two categories alone. 
There is no prohibition in this mishna that takes effect because 
it is a more inclusive prohibition than those that came before, in 
hat it causes more women to be prohibited to him in addition 
o this one. The prohibitions of his daughter and sister take effect 
simultaneously, while the others are expanded prohibitions in 
hat they cause the woman to be prohibited to additional men. 
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HALAKHA 


One who engages in intercourse with his daughter's 
daughter - ina naby xa: One who engages in a single 
act of intercourse can become liable to bring eight sin 
offerings. For example, if the woman is prohibited to 
him as his granddaughter, wife's sister, daughter-in-law, 
brother's wife, wife of his father’s brother, his father’s wife, 
a married woman, and a menstruating woman (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 4:2). 
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If she later married his father’s brother," then since a prohibition 
is added with regard to the sons of his father’s other brothers, a 
prohibition is also added with regard to him. If she becomes, or 
remains, a married woman, since a prohibition is added with 
regard to every man in the world other than her husband, a prohi- 
bition is added with regard to him as well. If she then becomes a 
menstruating woman, since a prohibition is added with regard 
to her husband, a prohibition is added with regard to him as well. 


M I S H N A It is possible for one who engages in inter- 


course with his daughter’s daughter to be 
liable to bring sin offerings due to the unwitting violation of the 
prohibitions of engaging in intercourse with his daughter’s daugh- 
ter, and his daughter-in-law, and the wife of his brother, and the 
wife of his father’s brother, and his wife’s sister, and a married 
woman, and a menstruating woman. Rabbi Yosei says: If the elder, 
i.e, the man’s father, who is the woman’s great-grandfather, trans- 
gressed and married her, the man would also be liable for engaging 
in intercourse with her due to the prohibition of intercourse with 
the wife of his father. 


And likewise, it is possible for one who engages in intercourse 
with the daughter of his wife" to be liable to bring six sin offerings, 
similar to one who engages in intercourse with his own daughter, 
for violating the prohibitions against engaging in intercourse with 
his wife’s daughter, his sister, the wife of his brother, the wife of his 
father’s brother, a married woman, and a menstruating woman. And 
it is possible for one who engages in intercourse with his wife's 
daughter’s daughter to be liable to bring seven sin offerings, similar 
to one who engages in intercourse with his own daughter’s daughter, 
for violating the following prohibitions: Engaging in intercourse 
with his wife’s daughter’s daughter, his daughter-in-law, the wife of 
his brother, the wife of his father’s brother, his wife’s sister, a married 
woman, anda menstruating woman. 


NOTES 


If she later married his father's brother, etc. - om) nxw 
^D) vats: The translation is based upon Rashi’s interpretation 
of this Gemara, that the prohibition of the wife of one’s father's 
brother applies to the man under discussion because it is 
an expanded prohibition, as it also applies to the sons of his 
father's brothers. An alternative explanation is that as the woman 
becomes prohibited to his father’s brothers because she is mar- 
ried to their brother, an additional prohibition takes effect with 
regard to the man under discussion due to that same marriage. 
This is because an expanded prohibition takes effect even when 
it applies to different people due to separate mitzvot; in this 
case, the prohibition of the wife of one’s brother applies to the 
man’s uncles while the prohibition of the wife of one’s father’s 
brother applies to the man himself. This principle is established 
in the upcoming mishna (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna; 
Tosafot Yeshanim; see Arukh LaNer). The Rambam (see Commen- 
ary on the Mishna and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 4:3) 
notes an additional principle relevant to this topic: An expanded 
prohibition takes effect only if it actually takes effect with regard 
o other individuals, not if it could theoretically take effect with 
regard to other individuals but in practice does not do so, for 
echnical reasons. In this particular case, this means that he must 
actually have cousins (Rashi), or uncles (Rambam), to whom this 
woman will become forbidden when she marries his father's 
brother, in order for the additional prohibition to take effect with 
regard to the man under discussion. 


One who engages in intercourse with his daughter’s daughter, 
etc. -^D ina naby a: Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna 
illustrates how this case could occur: Ya'akov marries Leah, the 
daughter of Lavan, and also fathers a daughter, Dina, with a differ- 
ent wife. Dina then marries Lavan, which is permitted, and bears 
a daughter, Serah, who is forbidden to Ya'akov as his daughter's 
daughter and also because she is the half sister of his wife Leah. 
Both of these prohibitions apply, as they take effect simultane- 
ously. Serah subsequently marries Ya’akov's son Reuven, which 


is permitted. This marriage renders Serah forbidden to Ya'akov's 
other sons; therefore it also causes an additional prohibition to 
take effect with regard to Ya'akov, as Serah is now his daughter- 
in-law. If Serah is then divorced or widowed from Reuven and 
then marries one of Ya‘akov's brothers, she is thereby rendered 
forbidden to Ya'akov’s other brothers as their brother's wife, and 
therefore the additional prohibition of a brother's wife takes effect 
with regard to Ya'akov as well. If Serah is subsequently divorced or 
widowed from Ya'akov's brother and marries one of the brothers 
of Ya'akov's father, which causes her to become forbidden to 
Ya'akov's father’s other brothers, she becomes additionally forbid- 
den to Ya'akov as his father’s brother's wife. 

If her husband then dies and Serah marries another man, 
and is also menstruating, and Ya'akov unwittingly engages in 
intercourse with her, he is liable to bring seven sin offerings, for 
violating the following prohibitions: Engaging in intercourse with 
his daughter's daughter, his wife's sister, his daughter-in-law, his 
brother's wife, his father’s brother's wife, a married woman, and 
a menstruating woman. 


And likewise one who engages in intercourse with the 
daughter of his wife, etc. — 131 inwx na by 277 21: The case 
of one who engages in intercourse with the daughter of his wife 
can be described as follows: Reuven fathered a daughter with 
Leah outside of the context of marriage, and his son, Shimon, 
later married Leah, which is permitted. Leah’s daughter is now 
prohibited to Shimon by two prohibitions: She is his sister and 
also his wife's daughter. If the daughter subsequently marries 
Shimon's brother, and later Reuven’s brother, and he unwittingly 
engages in intercourse with her when she is a married woman 
and menstruating, he would be liable to bring six sin offerings. 

The situation of one who had intercourse with his wife's 
daughter's daughter could be a case where his wife's father had 
intercourse with his wife's daughter and fathered a girl, who 
is then the man’s wife's sister and also his wife's daughter's 
daughter. 
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G E M ARA It is taught in the mishna that Rabbi Yosei 


says: If the elder, i.e., the man’s father, who 
is the woman’s great-grandfather, transgressed and married her, the 
man would also be liable for engaging in intercourse with her due 
to the prohibition against engaging in intercourse with the wife of 
his father. The Gemara asks: Is she permitted to marry the man’s 
father? She had already been married to the man’s father’s brother, 
and therefore even if she was widowed or divorced from him, mar- 
riage would not even take effect with the man’s father, to whom she 
is forbidden as the wife of his brother. Rabbi Yohanan said: The 
marriage can take effect in a case where she happened to become 
designated to him for levirate marriage,’ when his brother died 
without children. 


The Gemara raises an objection: If so, that they were married legiti- 
mately through levirate marriage, what is the reason for Rabbi 
Yosei’s statement that he transgressed and married her? Rabbi 
Ya’akov said: It means that he transgressed by marrying her due 
to her status as his son’s daughter-in-law, which renders her a 
secondary relative, forbidden to him by rabbinic law, albeit not by 
Torah law. Consequently, it was prohibited for him to enter into the 
levirate marriage. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: One’s daughter-in-law is a forbid- 
den relative by Torah law, and his son’s daughter-in-law is a sec- 
ondary relative, prohibited to him by rabbinic law, and similarly, 
you find with regard to the daughter of his son, who is prohibited 
to him by Torah law, and with regard to the daughter of his son’s 
son, until the end of all generations;" the daughter of his son’s 
son, or of his son’s grandson, etc. They are all secondary relatives, 
prohibited to him by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara asks: And is Rabbi Yosei of the opinion that a prohibi- 
tion takes effect where another prohibition already exists? But 
didn’t we learn in a mishna (Sanhedrin 81a): If one violated a trans- 
gression that renders him liable to two death penalties, he is sen- 
tenced to the harsher one." Rabbi Yosei says: He is sentenced 
according to the first prohibition that applied to him. 


And it is taught in a baraita: In what case did Rabbi Yosei say that 

he is sentenced according to the first prohibition that applied to 

him? Ifhis mother-in-law was widowed or divorced, and therefore 

forbidden to him only due to her status as his mother-in-law, and 

later she married and became forbidden as a married woman, and 

he engaged in intercourse with her, then he is sentenced to death 

by burning due to his violation of the prohibition proscribing inter- 
course with his mother-in-law, as this was the first prohibition to 

take effect. 


By contrast, if she was a married woman, and then he married her 
daughter and she thereby became his mother-in-law, and he sub- 
sequently engaged in intercourse with her, he is sentenced to death 
by strangulation due to his violation of the prohibition against 
engaging in intercourse with a married woman, despite the fact that 
burning is considered the more severe death penalty. This proves 
that Rabbi Yosei maintains that a prohibition does not take effect 
where another prohibition already exists. 


BACKGROUND 


Levirate marriage - 013: A man whose brother died without 
children is obligated by Torah law either to marry his deceased 
brother's widow [yevama] or release her by means of a halitza 
ceremony (see Deuteronomy 25:5-10). As long as neither levi- 
rate marriage nor halitza has taken place, it is prohibited for her 
to marry another man. By Torah law, levirate marriage is effected 
exclusively by the act of sexual intercourse. The Sages insti- 
tuted the practice of levirate betrothal, in which the deceased 


husband's brother [yavam] betroths the widow. Sexual inter- 
course consummates the marriage between the yavam and 
the yevama, and she is thereafter considered his wife in all 
respects. A bill of divorce is necessary if they wish to divorce. 
Nowadays levirate marriage is not practiced, and the yavam 
and yevama must perform halitza, which releases them from 
their obligation. 


HALAKHA 


One's daughter-in-law...until the end of all genera- 
tions — nina bs Jio 19...72: One's daughter-in-law is 
a forbidden relative by Torah law, and the wife of his son's 
son is a forbidden relative by rabbinic law. This prohibi- 
tion extends through all generations, which means the 
wife of a contemporary Jewish man would be a forbidden 
relative to our Patriarch Jacob by rabbinic law. Similarly, 
one's son's daughter is a forbidden relative by Torah law, 
and the daughter of one’s son's son is a forbidden relative 
by rabbinic law, and this prohibition extends through all 
generations (Rosh). According to the Rambam, this prohibi- 
tion does not extend through all generations; it is only the 
daughter of his son's son who is prohibited by rabbinic law, 
whereas the daughter of his son's grandson is permitted. 
This dispute is based upon the interpretation of a discussion 
in Yevamot 21b (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
2:1 and Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 1:6; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 15:12, 19). 


He is sentenced to the harsher one - mwana pi): If one 
was rendered liable to receive the death penalty by two 
different manners of execution, the court carries out the 
harsher form of execution. This is the halakha whether he 
violated two capital crimes one after the other or commit- 
ted a single act for which he is liable to two types of execu- 
tion, or even if he was convicted of one capital crime and 
afterward committed a more severe capital crime and was 
convicted of that crime as well. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 14:4). 
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HALAKHA 


One who engages in intercourse with his mother-in- 
law- inian by xa: If one who is married to three dif- 
ferent women engages in intercourse with the mother 
of his first wife, who is also the mother of his second 
wife's mother and the mother of his third wife's father, 
he is liable to bring only a single sin offering. This is the 
halakha despite the fact that she is forbidden to him by 
three distinct relationships that took effect simultane- 
ously, as in reference to those three relationships the 
verse states: “They are near kinswomen; it is lewdness” 
(Leviticus 18:17), which unites the three into a single 
prohibition. This ruling is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of the Rabbis and the explanation of the Gemara 
on 15a (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 4:4). 
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NOTES 


Rabbi Abbahu said: Rabbi Yosei concedes that in the case of an 
expanded prohibition it takes effect even when another prohibition 
already exists. Consequently, he maintains in the mishna that the 
prohibition against intercourse with the wife of his father applies 
in addition to the previously existing prohibitions. And similarly, 
when Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael he said that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: Rabbi Yosei concedes with regard to an expanded prohibition. 


The Gemara asks: What expanded prohibition is there here? The 
Gemara answers: The expanded prohibition applies when there is 
another son of the grandfather," i.e., another son of the father of the 
subject of the mishna. Consequently, since a prohibition against 
intercourse with the woman is added with regard to his father’s other 
son, when his father marries this woman, another prohibition against 
intercourse with her is added with regard to him as well. 


MI SHNA It is possible for one who engages in inter- 


course with his mother-in-law’ to be liable to 
bring seven sin offerings for doing so, due to the unwitting violation 
of the prohibitions of engaging in intercourse with his mother-in-law, 
and his daughter-in-law, and the wife of his brother, and the wife 
of his father’s brother, and his wife’s sister, and a married woman, 
and a menstruating woman. And likewise, the same applies with 
regard to one who engages in intercourse with the mother of his 
father-in-law or with the mother of his mother-in-law." 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri says: It is possible for one who engages 
in intercourse with his mother-in-law" to be liable due to the 
unwitting violation of the prohibitions of engaging in intercourse with 
his mother-in-law, and the mother of his mother-in-law, and the 
mother of his father-in-law." The Rabbis said to him: Those three 
prohibitions are all one category of prohibition,” derived from the 
same verse: “You shall not uncover the nakedness ofa woman and her 
daughter; you shall not take her son’s daughter, or her daughter’s 
daughter” (Leviticus 18:17). Consequently, one is not liable to bring 
separate sin offerings for violating these prohibitions. 


When there is another son of the grandfather — X13 KD NT 
xap: The early commentaries raise a difficulty with regard 
to this explanation: This other son, who is the brother of the 
subject of the mishna, was already prohibited from engaging in 
intercourse with her, as she had previously been married to his 
father's brother. The Rambam (see Commentary on the Mishna) 
apparently had an alternate version of the text, which states: 
Where a young son was born to the grandfather. This might 
resolve the difficulty, as the two prohibitions of the wife of his 
father's brother and the wife of his father would take effect at 
the same time with regard to this new son. 


One who engages in intercourse with his mother-in-law, 
etc. — 13) inion dy xa: Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna 
and Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura illustrate this case as follows: 
Yishmael had illicit intercourse with his daughter Basmat and 
fathered a daughter, Yehudit. Reuven, who was unrelated, mar- 
ried Yehudit, which meant that Basmat became forbidden to 
Reuven as his mother-in-law and as his wife's sister. If Reuven’s 
son, Hanokh, subsequently marries Basmat, which is permitted, 
this marriage renders Basmat forbidden to Hanokh’s brothers. 
Therefore, it also causes the additional prohibition to take effect 
with regard to Reuven, and Basmat is forbidden to him as his 
daughter-in-law. 

If Hanokh divorces Basmat or dies and she then marries 
Reuven’s brother, this marriage renders her forbidden to his 
other brothers or to the sons of her current husband, and there- 
fore Basmat is now forbidden to Reuven for an additional reason, 
that she is his brother's wife. If Reuven’s brother divorces Basmat 
or dies and Basmat then marries his father’s brother, and later 
she marries someone else and is menstruating, and Reuven 
unwittingly engages in intercourse with her, he is liable to bring 
seven sin offerings. 
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The later commentaries suggest other scenarios in which 
one would could violate all the aforementioned prohibitions at 
once, even without the occurrence of any incestuous relation- 
ships, using the principle of inclusive prohibitions rather than 
the principle of expanded prohibitions, as utilized in the previ- 
ous example (see Hok Natan; Tiferet Yisrael; Rashash). 


And likewise one who engages in intercourse with the 
mother of his father-in-law or with the mother of his 
mother-in-law - nian ox Syn wan oy by xan ay: Here too, the 
Rambam illustrates such a case, which starts with an incestuous 
relationship: The situation of the mother of one’s mother-in- 
law would occur if Lavan engages in intercourse with Dina, 
the daughter of his daughter Leah, and fathers a daughter, 
Serah. If Moshe, who is unrelated, marries Serah, Leah becomes 
simultaneously forbidden to him as the mother of Dina, his 
mother-in-law, and as his wife's sister, as Leah and Serah are 
both daughters of Lavan. If Leah subsequently marries Moshe’s 
son, she is rendered forbidden to Moshe as his daughter-in-law. 
If Leah marries Moshe’s brother after her previous husband dies, 
she becomes additionally forbidden to Moshe as his brother's 
wife. If, after that husband dies, Leah marries Moshe's father's 
brother, she becomes additionally forbidden to Moshe as the 
wife of his father’s brother. If Moshe subsequently engages 
unwittingly in intercourse with Leah while she is married and 
menstruating, he is liable to bring sin offerings for violating 
each of these seven prohibitions. 

The case of the mother of one's father-in-law could occur in 
the following situation: Lavan marries Serah and fathers Leah, 
who gives birth to Reuven. Reuven engages in intercourse with 
his grandmother, Serah, and fathers a daughter, Dina. If Moshe, 
who is unrelated, marries Dina, Leah becomes simultaneously 
forbidden to him as the mother of his father-in-law, Reuven, 


and as his wife's sister, because Leah and Dina are both daugh- 
ters of Serah. If Leah marries Moshe's son, and later she marries 
his brother and then his father’s brother, and Moshe unwittingly 
engages in intercourse with Leah while she is married and 
menstruating, he is liable to bring seven sin offerings. 


Due to the prohibitions of intercourse with his mother-in- 
law, and the mother of his mother-in-law, and the mother 
of his father-in-law — wan OX) inian ox inian own: This 
could occur in a case where Hava has two daughters, Leah and 
Rahel, and a son named Asher. An unrelated man, Barak, then 
marries three women: Leah; Rahel’s daughter, Yokheved; and 
Asher’s daughter, Yiska. Hava therefore becomes forbidden to 
him in three ways: As his mother-in-law, since she is the mother 
of his wife Leah; as the mother of his mother-in-law Rahel; and 
as the mother of his father-in-law Asher. To circumvent the 
principle that a prohibition does not take effect where another 
prohibition already exists, this must be a situation where Barak 
betrothed all three of his wives simultaneously (Arukh LaNer; see 
Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 4:4). 


Those three prohibitions are all one category of prohibition 

[shem] - 7 ny Ow WW: Rashi explains that the statement 
that they are all one shem means that these three relationships 

are examples of a single prohibition, as they are all prohibited 

by the same verse (see Rashash). By contrast, the Rambam 

interprets the Hebrew word shem in its literal sense, meaning 

name. He explains that although these appear to be distinct 
prohibitions, the Torah links them in a single category of prohi- 
bitions pertaining to mothers and daughters or granddaughters, 
and therefore one is not liable to bring separate sin offerings 
(see Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna). 
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G E M ARA Rabbi Elazar says that Rabbi Hoshaya says: 

Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri and Sumakhos 
said the same thing. With regard to Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, this 
is referring to that which we stated in the mishna. With regard to 


Sumakhos, what is the equivalent ruling that he stated? It is the 
following ruling, as we learned in a mishna (Hullin 82a): 


If one slaughtered an animal and its daughter’s daughter" and 

afterward slaughtered the original animal’s daughter, he incurs the 

forty lashes for transgressing the prohibition against slaughtering an 

animal and its offspring on a single day (see Leviticus 22:28). Sumak- 
hos says in the name of Rabbi Meir: He incurs eighty lashes" for 
slaughtering the third animal, as its mother and its daughter had 

already been slaughtered on that day. This indicates that Sumakhos 

also maintains that when a person commits a single act and thereby 
commits two transgressions that are derived from a single verse, he 

is liable to receive punishment for both violations. 


Rava said: Perhaps it is not so, as Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri would 
not agree with the ruling of Sumakhos. It is possible that Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri says that one is liable to bring multiple sin 
offerings only here, in the case of one who engaged in intercourse 
with his mother-in-law, only due to the differentiated names of 
the prohibitions," as she is called his mother-in-law, and she is 
called his mother-in-law’s mother, and she is called his father-in- 
law’s mother, and the Torah prohibits each of these relationships 
separately. 


But with regard to the case of slaughtering a mother and its off- 
spring in a single day, where all of the permutations are called: A 
mother and its offspring, as there are no differentiated names 
given in the Torah for slaughtering a mother animal and then its 
offspring or for slaughtering the offspring and subsequently its 
mother, Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri might maintain that one is not 
liable to receive multiple sets of lashes. 


By contrast, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Perhaps Sumakhos 
says that one is liable to receive two sets of lashes only with regard 
to the case of slaughtering a mother and its offspring on the same 
day, as there are differentiated bodies. Although he violated the 
same prohibition twice, he did so by slaughtering three different 
animals. 


But here, with regard to a mother-in-law, where there are not several 
differentiated bodies, as the man engaged in intercourse with only 
one woman, one might say that Sumakhos holds in accordance 
with the statement that Rabbi Abbahu says in the name of Rabbi 
Yohanan, as Rabbi Abbahu says that Rabbi Yohanan says: The 
verse that introduces the prohibitions against engaging in inter- 
course with one’s mother-in-law, one’s mother-in-law’s mother, and 
one’s father-in-law’s mother concludes with the phrase: “They are 
near kinswomen; it is lewdness” (Leviticus 18:17). This teaches that 
although these are different relationships, the verse rendered them 
all one single prohibition of lewdness, for which only a single sin 
offering is brought. 


HALAKHA 


If one slaughtered an animal and its daughter’s 
daughter - Ana na ny) AYD: If one slaughtered 
a cow, and then the offspring of the cow's daughter, 
and then the cow’s daughter, he is liable to receive 
only one set of lashes (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 12:12). 


NOTES 


Sumakhos says...he incurs eighty lashes — Dia721D 
Diaw aiD.. X: Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri and Sumak- 
hos apparently hold the same opinion, which is that 
one can incur multiple liabilities for a single act through 
which one violates different prohibitions, or one prohi- 
bition in different manners. Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri 
deals with a case in which one violates the prohibitions 
against intercourse with his mother-in-law, with the 
mother of his mother-in-law, and with the mother of 
his father-in-law in a single act. Sumakhos refers to a 
case where one commits a single act through which 
he violates the prohibition against slaughtering an 
animal and its offspring on the same day, in two differ- 
ent manners: When he slaughters the third animal, he 
completes the process of slaughtering an animal and 
then its offspring, and he also completes the process of 
slaughtering an animal and then its mother. It is clear 
that the opinion of Sumakhos is limited to such a case, 
as in the same mishna Sumakhos concedes that if one 
slaughtered two animals that have the same mother, 
and then slaughtered the mother, he is liable to receive 
only one set of lashes, as he has violated the prohibition 
in only one manner, by slaughtering an animal and then 
its mother (see Rashi; Jerusalem Talmud, Yevamot 11:1 
and Penei Moshe there). 


Only due to the differentiated names of the prohibi- 
tions - pom ninw own xbw: The source of these 
hree prohibitions is the verse: “You shall not uncover 
he nakedness of a woman and her daughter; you shall 
not take her son's daughter, or her daughter's daughter, 
o uncover her nakedness: They are near kinswomen; 
it is lewdness” (Leviticus 18:17). In tractate Sanhedrin 
75a—b) these three prohibitions are derived from a ver- 
bal analogy. But even according to the straightforward 
meaning of the verse, if one marries a woman's daugh- 
er, her daughter's daughter, and her son's daughter, 
hen the woman becomes his mother-in-law, the 
mother of his mother-in-law, and the mother of his 
ather-in-law. This is apparently the interpretation of the 
Rambam, who refers to these prohibitions as though 
hey are explicit in the Torah (see Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 1:5 and Lehem Mishne there). 


WWTP: KARETOT : PEREK III -15A 135 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


LANGUAGE 


Meat market [itlis] - Dov: Most linguists maintain that 
this is from the Greek katdAvote, katalusis, whose mean- 
ings include a market plaza or communal area. Some 
maintain that it is from ated, atelés, a tax-free area, and 
by extension a fairground or place where people would 
gather to conduct business, as such places were often 
exempt from taxes. 


Roman marble butcher-shop sign depicting a knife and hook 


BACKGROUND 


Emmaus — ditty: This was a town in Judea, approxi- 
mately 30 km northwest of Jerusalem. The name Emmaus, 
or Emmaom, is derived from its original Hebrew name, 
Hamat. This town, near modern-day Latrun, was consid- 
ered the border between the Judean Mountain region 
and the coastal plains. It is mentioned in the books of 
Maccabees, and it eventually developed into a resort 
town with hot springs and bathhouses. The mishna indi- 
cates that Emmaus was also an important commercial 
center. 


Location of Emmaus 


HALAKHA 


One who engages in intercourse with each of his five 
wives while they are menstruating — YW) wan by xaJ 
nit: If one engages in intercourse during a single lapse of 
awareness with several women with whom intercourse 
is forbidden, even if they are all forbidden by the same 
prohibition he is liable to bring a separate sin offering for 
each one, because they are different people. For example, 
if a man engaged in intercourse with each of his five 
wives while they were menstruating, he is liable to bring 
five sin offerings, as stated by Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi 
Yehoshua in response to Rabbi Akiva’s query (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 5:3). 
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M I S H N A Rabbi Akiva said: I asked Rabban Gamliel’ 

and Rabbi Yehoshua in the meat market 
[itlis]! in Emmaus,™ where they went to purchase an animal for 
the wedding feast of the son of Rabban Gamliel: In the case of one 
who unwittingly engages in intercourse with his sister, and the 
sister of his father, and the sister of his mother, during one lapse 
of awareness, what is the halakha? Is he liable to bring one sin 
offering for all three prohibitions, or is he liable to bring a separate 
sin offering for each and every one of the prohibitions? 


They said to Rabbi Akiva: We did not hear a ruling from our teach- 
ers about that case, but we heard the following ruling: One who 
engages in intercourse with each of his five wives while they are 
menstruating," during one lapse of awareness, we heard that he 
is liable to bring a separate sin offering for having engaged in inter- 
course with each and every one of them. And it appears to me that 
these matters can be derived from an a fortiori inference: If he is 
liable to bring separate sin offerings for having engaged in inter- 
course with five menstruating women, who are forbidden by one 
prohibition, he should certainly be liable to bring separate sin offer- 
ings for having engaged in intercourse with his sister, the sister of 
his father, and the sister of his mother, who are forbidden by three 
separate prohibitions. 


È E M ARA The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard 

to Rabbi Akiva’s question: What are the 
circumstances about which Rabbi Akiva inquired? If we say that 
the circumstances are precisely as the mishna teaches them, that 
one unwittingly engaged in intercourse with his sister, and the sister 
of his father, and the sister ofhis mother, then for what purpose did 
Rabbi Akiva raise this dilemma before Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi 
Yehoshua? Aren’t they differentiated names of prohibitions and 
aren't they also differentiated bodies? Since the man engaged in 
intercourse with three women, who are forbidden by three distinct 
prohibitions, it is obvious that he is obligated to bring three separate 
sin offerings. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabban Gamliel - bya ja: Rabban Gamliel was Nasi of 
the Sanhedrin and one of the most important tanna‘im in the 
period following the destruction of the Second Temple. Rabban 
Gamliel’s father, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel the Elder, had also 
served as the Nasi of the Sanhedrin and was one of the leaders 
of the nation during the rebellion against Rome. Rabban Gamliel 
was taken to Yavne by Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai after the 
destruction of the Temple, and therefore he became known as 
Rabban Gamliel of Yavne. After Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai’s 
death, Rabban Gamliel presided over the Sanhedrin. 

Under Rabban Gamliel’s leadership, Yavne became an impor- 
tant spiritual center. The greatest of the Sages gathered around 
him, including his brother-in-law Rabbi Eliezer, Rabbi Yehoshua, 
Rabbi Akiva, and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. Rabban Gamliel sought 
to create a spiritual center for the Jews that would unite the 
entire people, a role that had been filled by the Temple until its 
destruction. Consequently, he strove to enhance the prominence 
and central authority of the Sanhedrin and its Nasi. His strict and 


l asked Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Yehoshua in the meat mar- 
ket in Emmaus - py onsa spire mney ana por NN nS 
DIK by: This background ‘information is stated in praise of 
the Sages. It shows that although they were preoccupied with 
preparations for the wedding, for which purpose Rabban Gamliel 
had come especially from Yavne to Emmaus, they continued to 
engage in Torah study at the same time. It also demonstrates their 


NOTES 


uncompromising leadership eventually led his colleagues to 
remove him from his post for a brief period, replacing him with 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. Once the Sages later realized that his 
motives and actions were for the good of the people and were 
not based on personal ambition, they soon restored him to his 
position of authority. 

Not many halakhic rulings are cited explicitly in the name of 
Rabban Gamliel. Nevertheless, in his time, and under his influ- 
ence, the Sages arrived at some of the most important decisions 
in the history of Jewish spiritual life. These include the decision 
to follow the opinion of Beit Hillel, the rejection of the halakhic 
system of Rabbi Eliezer, and the establishment of fixed formulas 
for prayers. Those halakhic decisions attributed to Rabban Gam- 
liel reflect his unyielding approach to halakha. It is known that 
at least two of his sons were Sages: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, 
who served as Nasi of the Sanhedrin after him, and Rabbi Hanina 
ben Gamliel. 


lack of pretension, as Rabbi Akiva did not hesitate to ask them 
about obscure matters, knowing that they would not be irri- 
tated by such questions. Furthermore, Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi 
Yehoshua were not too proud to admit their lack of knowledge, 
as they stated in the market that they had not heard an explicit 
answer to his question (see Tosafot Yeshanim; Tiferet Yisrael). 
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Rather, it must be that this is what the mishna is teaching: Rabbi 
Akiva asked: In the case of one who unwittingly engages in inter- 
course with his sister who is also the sister of his father and who 
is also the sister of his mother," is he liable to bring only one sin 
offering for violating all of those prohibitions, or is he liable to 
bring a separate sin offering for each and every one? What is the 
halakha? Do we say that they are differentiated names of prohibi- 
tions, and since he violated distinct prohibitions, he is liable to bring 
separate sin offerings? Or perhaps we say: It is not a case of dif- 
ferentiated bodies; since he engaged in intercourse with only one 
woman, he is liable to bring only a single sin offering. 


And in response, they said to him: We did not hear a ruling from 
our teachers about that case, but we heard the following ruling: 
With regard to one who engages in intercourse with each of his 
five wives while they are menstruating, at the same time, i.e., 
during one lapse of awareness, which is five instances of violating 
one category of prohibition, we heard that he is liable to bring a 
separate sin offering for having engaged in intercourse with each 
and every one of them, due to the prohibition against engaging in 
intercourse with a menstruating woman. 


And it appears to us that these matters can be derived from an a 
fortiori inference: If one who engages in intercourse with his five 
wives while they are menstruating, at the same time, which is only 
one name of a prohibition, is nevertheless liable to bring a sin 
offering for each and every one of them, then in the case of one 
who engages in intercourse with his sister who is also the sister of 
his father and the sister of his mother, which are three separate 
prohibition names, is it not logical that he should be liable for 
each and every one of them? 


The Gemara raises an objection: This line of reasoning can be 

refuted, as follows: What is notable about the case of five menstru- 
ating women that would render one liable to bring a separate sin 

offering for having intercourse with each one of them? It is notable 

in that they are differentiated bodies, which is not the case with 

regard to one’s sister who is also the sister of his father and the sister 
of his mother, as she is a single person. 


Rather, the reason one is liable to bring three separate sin offerings 
for engaging in intercourse with his sister who is also the sister of 
his mother and the sister of his father is that the verse states: “And 
if a man takes his sister...and they shall be cut off [venikhretu] in 
the sight of the children of their people; he has uncovered his sis- 
ter’s nakedness” (Leviticus 20:17). The final clause in this verse 
serves to render him liable to receive three separate penalties of 
karet for intentional intercourse, or to bring three separate sin offer- 
ings for unwitting intercourse, with his sister who is also the sister 
of his father and who is the sister of his mother." 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


One who unwittingly engages in intercourse with his 
sister who is the sister of his father and who is the sister 
of his mother — iay mimes waw ware nim Sy xan: One 
who unwittingly engages in intercourse with his sister who 
is also the sister of his father and the sister of his mother is 


lia 


ble to bring three sin offerings, as derived from the verse: 


“He has uncovered his sister's nakedness” (Leviticus 20:17). 
Such a case could occur if a man engaged in intercourse 


wi 
en 
fat 


h his mo 


other daugh 
course with his sister, his father’s sister, and his mother’s 


si 


S 


her and fathered two daughters, and then 


gaged in intercourse with one of those daughters and 
hered a son. If that son engages in intercourse with the 


er, he violates the prohibitions against inter- 


er (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 4:5). 


To render him liable to receive three penalties for intercourse 
with his sister who is the sister of his father and. ..the sister of 
his mother — iny ning vax nin some inimy by sent: This 
is somewhat puzzling: Is the Gemara rejecting the reasoning 
of Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Yehoshua that is stated in the 
mishna? Some explain that due to the Gemara's question about 
the a fortiori inference, it rescinded its previous explanation of 
the mishna and now assumes that the mishna is referring to one 
who engages in intercourse with three women, one of whom is 
his sister, another who is his father’s sister, and a third who is his 
mother’s sister. The halakha in such a case is derived from the 
a fortiori inference as recorded in the mishna. Additionally, the 


halakha of the case of a man who engages in intercourse with 
one woman who is his sister, his father’s sister, and his mother's 
sister is derived from the verse as stated here (Arukh LaNer on 
Makkot 14a). 

The Rosh asks: It has already been established that one can be 
rendered liable to bring numerous sin offerings due to a single 
act of intercourse by which one violates numerous prohibi- 
tions. Why, then, is a derivation from a verse necessary to teach 
that same halakha in the case discussed here? He answers that 
because all three prohibitions stem from a relationship involving 
a sister in this case, it might have been thought that one is liable 
to bring only a single sin offering. 
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NOTES 
the case of a wicked man the son of a 


wicked man - Kyy ra xywya Ah naw: Although the 
situation is caused by several unwitting acts of intercourse, 
nevertheless the men engaging in those acts are called 
wicked, as they did not take sufficient precautions to avoid 
such circumstances. 


If one engages in intercourse with a woman and then 
again engages in intercourse with her and then again 
engages in intercourse with her — why XI pw Ka 


Poy um: 
actually engag 
in order to be 
he maintains 
considered a s 
as the liability 
pleasure deriv 
mention of re 
the opinion o 


n Rabbi Eliezer's opinion, the man need not 
ein a completely separate act of intercourse 
liable to bring another sin offering. Rather, 
hat each movement during intercourse is 
eparate act requiring a separate sin offering, 
or forbidden acts of intercourse is due to the 
ed from them (Rashi on Yevamot 34a). The 
peated acts of intercourse serves to clarify 
the Rabbis, as they require only a single sin 


offering even 


or repeated and separate acts of intercourse, 


provided that those acts occurred during a single lapse of 
awareness (Rosh, citing Yevamot 34a). 
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The Gemara explains how there could be a case where one’s sister is 
also the sister of his father and the sister of his mother: Rav Adda 
bar Ahava says: You find it in the case of a wicked man, the son of 
a wicked man." The case applies if a man engaged in intercourse 
with his mother and fathered two daughters, and then engaged 
in intercourse with one of those daughters and fathered a son, and 
his son engaged in intercourse with his mother’s sister who is also 
his own sister, because they share a father, and who is also his 
father’s sister. This individual is a wicked man, the son of a wicked 
man, as both he and his father engaged in incestuous relationships. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: If one unwittingly engages in 
intercourse with a woman who is forbidden to him under the pen- 
alty of excision from the World-to-Come [karet], and then again 
engages in intercourse with her," and then yet again engages in 
intercourse with her," all during one lapse of awareness, he is liable 
to bring a separate sin offering for each and every one of the acts of 
intercourse with her. This is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. But 
the Rabbis say: He is liable to bring only one sin offering. 


And the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Eliezer with regard to one who 

engages in intercourse with his five wives while they are menstru- 
ating, where the prohibition was violated unwittingly by both the 

man and the woman, at the same time, i.e., during one lapse of 
awareness, that he is liable for each and every one of them, since 

he caused each of them to be liable to bring a sin offering. 


Rava said to Rav Nahman: Do we really say that since he caused 
each of them to be liable to bring a sin offering, he himself is liable 
to bring five separate sin offerings? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: 
If one unwittingly engages in intercourse five times with a woman 
who is forbidden to him, and he does so during one lapse of 
awareness," without realizing over the course of that time period 
that the act is forbidden, but she does so during five lapses of aware- 
ness, as she repeatedly became aware of the prohibition and then 
forgot it before the next transgression, he is liable to bring only one 
sin offering, but she is liable to bring a separate sin offering for each 
and every one of the five transgressions? In this case, although he 
caused her to bring several sin offerings, he himself brings only one 
sin offering. 


Rather, one must say that this is the reason he brings five sin offer- 
ings for engaging in intercourse with his five wives while they were 
each menstruating, during one lapse of awareness: It is because they 
are differentiated bodies. 


The Gemara discusses the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer that one who 
repeatedly engages in intercourse with a woman who is forbidden 
to him is liable to bring a separate sin offering for each act of inter- 
course, even if this all occurred in a single lapse of awareness. A 
dilemma was raised before the Sages: If one reaped a fig-bulk of 
grain on Shabbat, which is the measure for which one is liable to 
bring a sin offering, and then reaped another fig-bulk, in a single 
lapse of awareness, what would Rabbi Eliezer say? 


HALAKHA 


If one engages in intercourse with a woman who is forbid- 
den to him and then again engages in intercourse with her — 
why kM why xa: If during a single lapse of awareness one 
unwittingly engages in intercourse repeatedly with a woman 
who is forbidden to him, even if a significant amount of time 
passed between one transgression and the next, it is all con- 
sidered a single unwitting transgression, because he was not 
made aware of the violation in the interim and she is one person. 
Therefore, he is liable to bring only one sin offering (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 5:1). 


He does so during one lapse of awareness — NN owna KIT: 
If during a single lapse of awareness one engaged in intercourse 
several times with a woman with whom intercourse is forbidden, 
but the woman became aware of the transgression between 
each act of intercourse, meaning that the acts of intercourse 
occurred for her during different lapses of awareness, he brings 
a single sin offering, whereas she brings a sin offering for each 
act of intercourse. If he became aware of the transgression in 
the interim but she did not, he brings several sin offerings, and 
she brings a single sin offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 5:2). 
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The Gemara explains the sides of the dilemma: Is the reason for 
the ruling of Rabbi Eliezer there, with regard to forbidden rela- 
tions, that the sinner performed two separate prohibited acts, and 
therefore Rabbi Eliezer says he is liable to bring a separate sin 
offering for each and every one of the acts? If so, here too, where 
he performed two separate acts of reaping, he is liable to bring a 
separate sin offering for each act. 


Or, perhaps the reason for the ruling of Rabbi Eliezer there, in 

the case of forbidden relations, is that it is impossible for the sin- 
ner to combine the acts of intercourse with one another, and 

therefore Rabbi Eliezer says that he is liable to bring a separate 

sin offering for each and every one of the acts of intercourse. But 

if one reaped a fig-bulk of grain, and then reaped another fig-bulk, 
in a single lapse of awareness, since it is possible for him to 

combine the two fig-bulks of grain together and reap them at the 

same time, he would be liable to bring only one sin offering. What 
is the correct explanation for Rabbi Eliezer’s ruling? 


Rabba said: The reason for the ruling of Rabbi Eliezer there, in 
the case of forbidden relations, is that the sinner performed two 
separate prohibited acts; and here too, he has performed two 
separate acts of reaping and is liable to bring two sin offerings. And 
Rav Yosef said: The reason for the ruling of Rabbi Eliezer there, 
in the case of forbidden relations, is that it is impossible for him 
to combine the two transgressions into a single act; but if it is 
possible for him to combine them, e.g., by reaping two fig-bulks 
of grain, he is liable to bring only one sin offering. 


Abaye raised an objection to the opinion of Rabba from a baraita: 
Each type of labor prohibited on Shabbat comprises acts that are 
primary categories of that labor and acts that are subcategories of 
that labor, both prohibited by Torah law. Rabbi Eliezer deems one 
liable to bring separate sin offerings for the performance of sub- 
categories of prohibited labor on Shabbat in a situation where he 
also performed the corresponding primary categories of prohib- 
ited labor during the same lapse of awareness. For example, if one 
planted grain on Shabbat and then watered the field, which is a 
subcategory of the prohibited labor of planting, he is liable to bring 
two sin offerings. 


It may be inferred from this statement that: But if one performed 
a primary category of labor and then performed the same primary 
category at the same time, i.e., during the same lapse of awareness, 
he is exempt from bringing a second sin offering. But if you say 
that the reason for the ruling of Rabbi Eliezer in the case of 
one who engages in repeated acts of intercourse with a woman 
forbidden to him is because the sinner performed two separate 
prohibited acts, then why is one exempt from bringing a second 
sin offering for repeatedly performing a primary category of pro- 
hibited labor on Shabbat, when he too has performed distinct 
prohibited acts? 


Mar, son of the Sages,” said: Rav Nahumi bar Zekharya and 
I interpreted the baraita as follows: What are we dealing with 
here, in the case where one is liable to bring two sin offerings 
for performing a primary category of prohibited labor and its 
subcategory? 


It is a case of a climbing grapevine that is trellised over a fig tree," 
and he cut them both, the grapevine and the figs, at the same time, 
during one lapse of awareness. Detaching the figs is one of the 
primary categories of the prohibited labor of harvesting, while 
pruning the vine in order to use it as fuel for a fire is a subcategory 
of harvesting. Due to that reason Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable 
to bring two sin offerings, since it is a case of differentiated names 
of prohibitions, as he violated both the primary category of the 
labor and a subcategory, and it is also a case of differentiated 
physical entities, as he detached figs and part of a grapevine. 


NOTES 
Mar son of the Sages — p397 ma Va: There are sev- 
eral textual variants of the name that appears here, 
including that of the well-known amora Mar, son of 
Ravina. 


Acase of a climbing grapevine that is trellised over 
a fig tree, etc. — ay nprsm aa by mba mbt: The 
explanation of the case in the commentary follows 
Rashi's interpretation. Others explain that the individ- 
ual cuts grapes and figs simultaneously, as harvesting 
the grapes is a primary category of prohibited labor, 
while harvesting the figs is a subcategory of the same 
prohibited labor (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
This matter depends upon the interpretation of the 
Gemara in Shabbat 73a. 
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NOTES §— 
A dangling limb of an animal, etc. - nyn 72x 
"31 77972: This discussion refers specifically to ritual i impu- 
rity, not to the prohibition against eating such a limb. A 
limb that is severed from an animal during its lifetime has a 
similar status to an animal carcass, which is a primary source 
of ritual impurity and imparts impurity through contact or 
by being carried (see Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 1:1). A limb that is severed from a human 
being during his or her lifetime has a status comparable 
to a corpse, and it imparts impurity not merely through 
contact or by being carried, but also by being under the 
same roof as a person or vessels (see Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:3). 


Perek III 
Daf15 Amud b 


NOTES 

Who would cut the limb — ianim: The reason they would 
sever the limb was not due to ritual impurity, as a dan- 
gling limb does not impart impurity as long as it remains 
attached to one’s body. Rather, it was so that one would not 
be repulsed by the dangling limb during the Festival (Rashi; 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). 
Some commentaries question why they would sever the 
limb specifically on the eve of Passover, rather than the eves 
of other Festivals. They suggest that there was a concern 
that the limb might fall off by itself, which would render 
impure those who came into contact with or were located 
under the same roof as the limb. They would therefore be 
unable to perform the ritual of the Paschal offering, which 
is so significant that one who intentionally fails to fulfill it 
incurs the punishment of karet (Arukh LaNer). Alternatively, 
one must immerse in a ritual bath before performing the 
ritual of the Paschal offering, and the dangling limb is con- 
sidered an interposition between the person and the water, 
which invalidates the immersion (Rashash). 
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In the corresponding situation, where one reaped a fig-bulk 
of grain on Shabbat and then reaped another fig-bulk in a single 
lapse of awareness, how can you find circumstances in which he is 
exempt from bringing a second sin offering? You find this in a situ- 
ation where he reaped two fig-bulks simultaneously, in which case 
he performed only a single prohibited act. But if one reaped a fig- 
bulk of grain and then reaped another fig-bulk, he is liable to bring 
two sin offerings, as he performed two separate acts. 


MI S H N A And furthermore, Rabbi Akiva asked Rab- 

ban Gamliel and Rabbi Yehoshua in the meat 
market of Emmaus: What is the status of a dangling limb of an 
animal?" Does it impart ritual impurity like a severed limb? They 
said to Rabbi Akiva: We have not heard a ruling from our teachers 


in that specific case, but we have heard with regard to a dangling 
limb ofa person’ that it is ritually pure. And in this manner would 


A dangling limb of an animal - 


b bit -wderva pwiy pry vara 
ay ipin) Kai byx nos IW 
xpos Jann Twy ia Maw 

Aya TOAN 


manaa nbn vars: The 
dangling limb of an animal does not impart impurity like an ani- 
mal carcass even if it cannot be reattached, in accordance with 
the response of Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Yehoshua to Rabbi 
Akiva (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 2:5). 


HALAKHA 
A dangling limb of a person - o1%3 mbabrnaa 32%: The dan- 
gling limb of a person is ritually pure even if it cannot be reat- 
tached, in accordance with the response of Rabban Gamliel and 
Rabbi Yehoshua to Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 2:6). 


the people afflicted with boils,” whose limbs were dangling due to 

their affliction, act in Jerusalem: Each of them would go on Pass- 
over eve to the doctor, who would cut the affected limb" almost 
completely until he would leave it connected by a hairbreadth of 
flesh, so that neither the doctor nor the afflicted would be rendered 

ritually impure by a severed limb. Then, the doctor would impale 

the limb on a thorn? attached to the floor or the wall, and the 

afflicted would pull away from the thorn, thereby completely 

severing the limb. 


BACKGROUND 


People afflicted with boils [shehin] - pr +213: The term shehin 
used in the Gemara is a comprehensive, general term for various 
maladies, whether afflictions of the skin or other illnesses that 
are manifested through side effects visible on the skin. 

Here it is possibly referring to Hansen's disease, known as 
leprosy, which is often mistakenly identified with the affliction 
tzara'at mentioned in the Torah. Hansen's disease is an infectious 
disease that manifests itself through various symptoms visible 
on the skin. It also attacks the outer layer of the peripheral nerve 
fibers, causing destruction of the nerve cells. As a result, one 
afflicted with this disease can lose the ability to sense tempera- 
ure and pain, which can lead to medical complications and 
infections resulting from unnoticed cuts, burns, and the like, 
as these can damage underlying tissue, bones, and joints. Fur- 
hermore, long-term, acute infection can lead to spontaneous 
amputation, in which limbs, or parts of them, detach themselves 
from the body over the course of time. This is perhaps the phe- 
nomenon to which the expression dangling limb is referring. 


Thorn [sira] - xd: The sira mentioned in the Bible is 
identified as the thorny burnet, Sarcopoterium spinosum, a 
tangled, thorny bush that grows to a height of 30-60 cm. It is 
a member of the Rosoideae subfamily and is very common in 
the mountainous regions of Israel north of Beersheba. This bush 
covers broad areas at the edge of woodlands, or areas where 
forests have been razed. It has feathery leaves with serrated 
edges, small flowers, and reddish fruit. 


Thorny burnet 
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And that person afflicted with boils would perform the rite of his 
Paschal offering, and the doctor would perform the rite of his 
Paschal offering,” as neither had come into contact with the limb 
once it was severed. In any case, as long as it was dangling, the limb 
did not impart impurity. And I consider that these matters can be 
derived from an a fortiori inference. Ifa person’s limb, the impurity 
of which when amputated is severe, does not impart impurity when 
it is dangling, it is all the more so logical that an animal's limb, the 
impurity of which when amputated is lenient, does not impart 
impurity when it is dangling. 


G E M A RA We learned in a mishna elsewhere (Makh- 


shirin 1:5): With regard to one who force- 
fully wipes rainwater from the surface of a leek"®’ or squeezes out 
water absorbed in his hair or in his clothing, the liquid that 
remains within it is not included under the rubric of the verse: “If 
water be put" upon the seed, and some of their carcass fall on it, it 
is impure for you” (Leviticus 11:38). Therefore, it cannot render food 
susceptible to contracting ritual impurity. But the liquid that is 
released from it, in this process of wiping or squeezing, is included 
under the rubric of the verse: “If water be put,” and therefore it 
renders any food it touches susceptible to ritual impurity, as the 
person has accorded it significance. 


Shmuel says: And the leek itself is rendered susceptible to ritual 
impurity. What is the reason for this? The reason is that at the 
moment of the water’s separation from the leek, the leek is ren- 
dered susceptible to ritual impurity by the very water which is 
released from it. 


The Gemara raises an objection: But we learned in the mishna: A 
person afflicted with boils would go on Passover eve to the doctor 
to sever his dangling limb, and the doctor and the afflicted indi- 
vidual would remain pure. And if you say that at the moment of 
the water’s separation from the leek, the leek is rendered suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity, there is also a parallel situation in that case 
of the dangling limb; at the moment of its separation from the 
person with boils it should render that person ritually impure. 


NOTES 


And that person would perform the rite of his Paschal offer- 
ing and the doctor would perform the rite of his Paschal 
offering — inpa nwiy xain inoa nwiy abm: The commentaries 
note that the thorn, which is neither food nor an implement, is 
not susceptible to ritual impurity. Nevertheless, the doctor may 
not help detach the limb by pulling on the thorn, because as 
soon as the limb would become detached it would render him 
impure despite the fact that he was not touching it, as he would 
be carrying the limb (Tiferet Yisrael). 


That these matters can be derived from an a fortiori inference - 
anim bp Daw: The text of the Gemara that was available to 
some of the early commentaries proceeds to explain this a fortiori 
inference: A person can impart impurity when he is alive, e.g., a 
zav, whose discharges impart impurity, whereas an animal cannot 
impart impurity until it dies. Therefore, if a live person’s dangling 
limb does not impart impurity, all the more so a live animal's 
dangling limb should not impart impurity (see Rashi; Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola). 

Another explanation is that the a fortiori inference is based 
on the levels of ritual impurity of a limb that was detached from 
a live person or an animal. A person's detached limb has the 
severe level of ritual impurity of a corpse, meaning that anyone 
located under the same roof is rendered impure for seven days. 
By contrast, an animal's detached limb has the impurity level of 
an animal carcass, which renders one impure for only one day 
and cannot render someone impure merely by being under the 
same roof. Consequently, if a person’s dangling limb does not 
impart impurity, certainly an animal's dangling limb should not 
impart impurity (Rashash). 


One who forcefully wipes [mohek] rainwater from the surface 
of a leek — Mw ST ny prian: There are various opinions among 
the commentaries as to the meaning of mohek. Rashi explains 
that he mashes the leek, causing liquid to be expelled from it. 
Some object to this interpretation, as the liquid expelled in such 
a process would be defined as fruit juice, which does not cause 
food to become susceptible to impurity (Tosafot). Other com- 
mentaries explain that rainwater fell on the leek and the person 
wipes it off (Rambam’‘s Commentary on the Mishna), and some 
claim that this is what Rashi means as well (see Arukh LaNer). Yet 
others contend that this is referring to a case where one presses 
forcefully on the leek in order to expel the water absorbed in it 
(Arukh; Rabbi Shimshon of Saens). 


The liquid that remains within it is not included under the 
rubric of the verse: If water be put - 933 oXy ininaw mpwa 
JAY: Since the liquid is presently absorbed in hair or a garment, it 
is insignificant, and therefore it does not cause food to become 
susceptible to ritual impurity (Rashi). Alternatively, because when 
the rainwater originally came into contact with the leek, the hair, 
or the garment, it was not with the owner's approval, it is not 
considered liquid that causes food to become susceptible to 
impurity. Nevertheless, at the point when one wants to expel 
the liquid and takes action to this end, he thereby demonstrates 
that he considers it significant, and therefore it does cause food 
to become susceptible to impurity (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


One who forcefully wipes rainwater from the surface 
of a leek — Aw IDA ny prian: If one wipes water from 
the surface of a leek or uses his clothing to squeeze out 
water absorbed in his hair, the water that is released is 
considered detached intentionally and therefore ren- 
ders food susceptible to ritual impurity. By contrast, the 
water that moved and remained within is not considered 
detached intentionally, as he wanted all of the water be 
released. The leek itself becomes susceptible to ritual 
impurity, as the water renders it susceptible when it 
is released. If one removes the water with great force, 
it does not render the leek susceptible to impurity, in 
accordance with the mishna (Makhshirin 1:5) and the 
statement of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 13:14). 


BACKGROUND 


Leek — ma: This vegetable is apparently the garden 
leek, Allium porrum, a bulb that grows to 90 cm in 
height and is botanically closely related to the onion 
and garlic. The edible part of the leek plant is a bundle 
of leaf sheaths that is sometimes erroneously called a 
stem or stalk. Those leaves are nowadays usually eaten 
cooked, as condiments in soup or with meat, although 
in some places in the Far East the leek is still eaten raw. 
According to many commentaries this is the vegetable 
referred to by the Jewish people who lamented the lack 
of the delicious foods of which they partook in Egypt: 
“We remember. . the leeks, and the onions, and the garlic” 
(Numbers 11:5), as the leek was a garden vegetable in 
ancient Egypt. 


Leek 
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HALAKHA 


Azavand one whois ritually impure through contact 
with a corpse — M79 K091 31: If rainwater fell on a person, 
even if he is a primary source of ritual impurity, and 
even if the water descended from his upper body to 
his lower body, it remains ritually pure and does not 
render food susceptible to impurity. This is the hala- 
kha provided he removes the water forcefully, but if it 
drips down as it separates from his body it becomes 
ritually impure, in accordance with the baraita and the 
explanation of Rav Yosef (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 12:6 and Ra’avad there). 
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The Gemara answers: The explanation is as Rav Yosef says in a 
different context, that it is referring to a situation where the liquids 
are removed with great force. Here too, in the case of the dangling 
limb, it can be explained as referring to a situation where the limbs 
are removed with great force. Since the limb is pulled off in one 
powerful motion it is not considered to have touched the person 
after it was detached. By contrast, the water wiped off the leek is not 
discharged all at once, and therefore as the drops of water separate 
from the leek they render it susceptible to ritual impurity. 


And where, i.e., in connection to which case, was this explanation 
of Rav Yosef stated? It was stated with regard to this baraita: If a 
man who experiences a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav] and one 
who is ritually impure through contact with a corpse" were walk- 
ing along and rain fell on them, although they squeeze the gar- 
ments of one another in order to remove the water, those liquids 
that flow down from the upper section of a garment to the lower 
section remain pure. They do not become impure from contact 
with the impure person or his garments, as these liquids are not 
considered liquids that can become ritually impure unless they 
have emerged from those garments entirely. 


Once the liquids have emerged from those garments entirely they 
render food susceptible to ritual impurity, as the people have 
accorded it significance by squeezing it out of their garments. But 
the water itself is still not impure, as it is considered liquid that is 
susceptible to ritual impurity only after it has completely emerged 
from the body of those garments. Rav Yosef said: The reason the 
water does not become impure when it separates from the garment 
is that the baraita is referring to a case where it is removed with 
great force. 


MI S H N A And furthermore, Rabbi Akiva asked Rab- 

ban Gamliel and Rabbi Yehoshua: With 
regard to one who unwittingly slaughters five offerings outside 
the Temple during one lapse of awareness, what is the halakha?" 
Is he liable to bring five sin offerings, one for each and every act of 
slaughter, or is he liable to bring one sin offering for all the acts of 
slaughter? They said to Rabbi Akiva: We have not heard a ruling 
from our teachers in that specific case. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said: I have heard with regard to one who eats 
meat from one offering from five different pots in which they were 
prepared, during one lapse of awareness, that he is liable to bring 
five guilt offerings, which are for the meat prepared in each and 
every pot, due to misuse of consecrated property. And I consider 
that these matters can be derived from an a fortiori inference: If 
one is liable to bring five guilt offerings for one offering prepared in 
five pots, all the more so is he liable to bring five sin offerings for 
slaughtering five offerings outside the Temple. 


NOTES 


With regard to one who unwittingly slaughters five offerings 
outside the Temple during one lapse of awareness what is the 
halakha -ma nny oyga yona wna ngan vMwA: This question 
requires clarification, as it was agreed by all opinions in a previous 
mishna (15a) that one who unwittingly engages in intercourse 
with each of his five wives while they were menstruating during 
one lapse of awareness is liable independently for each one. Some 
commentaries explain that the question here is whether one is 
liable for each one independently only with regard to transgres- 
sions involving people, who are significant entities, or whether this 


is the halakha with regard to transgressions involving animals as 
well (Ra'avad's Commentary on Torat Kohanim). 

Another explanation is that, as mentioned in the mishna on 16a, 
in the case of the menstruating women the prohibition applies to 
both the man and the women. Since the women each violate a 
prohibition, the man is also liable separately for his transgression 
with each woman. By contrast, if one unwittingly slaughters five 
offerings outside the Temple, or eats notar from five offerings, he 
alone is violating a prohibition, and therefore perhaps only a single 
sin offering is required (Tosafot Yeshanim; see Korban Aharon). 
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Rabbi Shimon said: It was not that question that Rabbi Akiva 
asked them. Rather, it was with regard to one who eats notar” 
from five offerings during one lapse of awareness. What is the 
halakha? Is he liable to bring one sin offering for all the offerings 
from which he ate notar, or is he liable to bring five sin offerings, 
one for each and every one of the offerings from which he ate notar? 
They said to Rabbi Akiva: We have not heard a ruling from our 
teachers in that specific case. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said: I have heard with regard to one who eats 
meat from one offering that was prepared in five different pots, 
during one lapse of awareness, that he is liable to bring separate 
guilt offerings for the meat prepared in each and every pot, due to 
misuse of consecrated property." And I consider that these mat- 
ters can be derived from an a fortiori inference: If one is liable to 
bring five guilt offerings for one offering prepared in five pots, all 
the more so is he liable to bring five sin offerings for eating the notar 
of five separate offerings. 


Rabbi Akiva said to Rabbi Yehoshua: If you are reporting a halakha 
that you received from your teachers with regard to one who eats 
notar from five offerings, we will accept it," but if it is based merely 
on the a fortiori inference from misuse of consecrated property, 
there is aresponse that refutes the inference. Rabbi Yehoshua said 
to Rabbi Akiva: Respond. 


Rabbi Akiva said: And no; one cannot derive the halakha of notar 
through an a fortiori inference from misuse of consecrated property: 
If you said with regard to misuse of consecrated property that one 
is liable to bring five guilt offerings, perhaps that is because there 
are additional stringent elements unique to misuse. As, with regard 
to misuse, the Torah established that the status of one who feeds 
another person sacrificial meat is like that of one who eats sacrificial 
meat, and the status of one who gives benefit to another from 
consecrated property that is not food is like that of one who 
derives benefit himself, in that each is liable to bring a guilt offering 
for misuse. 


In addition, the Torah joined the misuse of consecrated property 
that was performed over an extended period, i.e., if one derived 
benefit worth half a peruta one day and half a peruta the next, he is 
liable to bring a guilt offering for misuse. Would you say the same 
with regard to notar, which has none of these halakhot?" 


NOTES 


If you are reporting a halakha that you received from your 
teachers we will accept it bap n7 Ox: Rabbi Akiva is saying: 
Ifyou had received a tradition from your teachers about this issue 
| would accept it, but as you stated that you did not receive a 
tradition about this and are simply extrapolating from a different 
case, one can refute your analysis (Rabbi David Luria). 


Would you say the same with regard to notar which has none 
of these halakhot — byn DNN ja pxw pia xn: This is the 
halakha not only with regard to notar but also with regard to 


other prohibitions: Only one who eats the prohibited item is 
iable to bring a sin offering, but not one who feeds him. Addi- 
ionally, one is liable only if he eats an olive-bulk within the time 
it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread (see 12b). The Rambam notes 
hat there is yet another stringency that is unique to misuse, as 
with regard to this specific prohibition the actions of an agent 
render the one who appointed him liable, whereas with regard 
o other transgressions one is liable only for one’s own actions 
but not for those of his agent. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to one who eats notar - pi) baixa: One 
who eats notar from five offerings during one lapse of 
awareness is liable to bring one sin offering. This is the 
halakha even if he ate an olive-bulk from each offering, 
and even if the offerings were cooked in different pots. 
Since he has violated the same prohibition repetitively, 
he is liable to bring only one sin offering despite the fact 
hat he ate from different offerings. Similarly, one who 
slaughters five offerings outside the Temple during one 
apse of awareness is liable to bring only one sin offering. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as 
here is a principle that the halakha follows his opinion 
in his disputes with another Sage (Mahari Kurkus). The 
commentaries note that although Rabbi Yehoshua was 
Rabbi Akiva's teacher, and in disputes between a teacher 
and a disciple the halakha generally follows the opin- 
ion of the teacher, in this case Rabbi Akiva refuted Rabbi 
Yehoshua’s opinion and Rabbi Yehoshua did not respond 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:2 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


He is liable to bring separate offerings for the meat 
in each and every pot due to misuse of consecrated 
property — meu own nox nny bp by svn: If, during 
a single lapse of awareness, one eats five pieces of meat 
that are subject to the prohibition against misusing con- 
secrated property, and the pieces had been cooked in 
five separate pots and are each worth the value of at least 
one peruta, he is liable to bring five guilt offerings. This 
is the halakha even if the five pieces are from a single 
offering, as the fact that they were cooked in different 
pots causes them to be considered independent with 
regard to the prohibition against misusing consecrated 
property. Although the different pieces would not be con- 
sidered independent with regard to other prohibitions, 
even if those prohibitions are so severe that they carry 
a punishment of karet, the prohibition against misusing 
consecrated property is different because of its uniquely 
stringent aspects. These include the following: One who 
causes others to derive benefit from consecrated prop- 
erty violates the prohibition just like one who benefits 
himself; if one misuses consecrated property worth at 
least one peruta even over a considerable period of time 
he is liable; and if one appoints another individual to mis- 
use consecrated property, the one who appointed him 
violates a prohibition (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 9:9). 
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G E M A The Gemara asks: What is difficult for 

Rabbi Shimon with the first version of 
Rabbi Akiva’s question, that he insists that Rabbi Akiva had asked 
about one who eats notar from five offerings? The Gemara answers 
that this is what is difficult for him: If Rabbi Akiva asked about one 
who unwittingly sins by slaughtering, why is the answer derived 
from an unwitting sin involving eating? After all, what proof can be 
cited for a case of one who slaughters from a case of one who eats? 
What is notable about one who eats? It is notable in that he derives 
benefit" from the act of eating, whereas one who slaughters does 
not derive physical benefit. 


Rather, he must have asked him this: In the case of one who eats 
notar from five offerings during one lapse of awareness, what is 
the halakha? Is he liable to bring a separate sin offering for each and 
every one of the offerings, or only one sin offering for all of them? 
They said to Rabbi Akiva: We have not heard a ruling from our 
teachers in that specific case. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said: I have heard with regard to one who eats 
meat from one offering from five different pots, during one lapse 
of awareness, that he is liable to bring a separate guilt offering for 
the meat prepared in each and every pot, due to misuse of conse- 
crated property. And I consider that these matters may be derived 
from an a fortiori inference: Just as one who eats from one offering 
prepared in five pots, in which case the different parts of the offering 
do not come from differentiated physical entities, is liable to bring 
a separate guilt offering for the food prepared in each and every pot 
because he ate from differentiated pots, with regard to one who 
eats notar from five separate offerings, which are differentiated 
physical entities, is it not all the more so logical that he is liable to 
bring a separate sin offering for each and every offering? 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Shimon said: It was not that 
question that Rabbi Akiva asked them. Rather, it was with regard 
to one who eats notar from five offerings” during one lapse of 
awareness. What is the halakha? Is he liable to bring one sin offer- 
ing for all the offerings from which he ate notar, or is he liable to 
bring five sin offerings, one for each and every one of the offerings 
from which he ate notar? They said to Rabbi Akiva: We have not 
heard a ruling from our teachers in that specific case. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said: I have heard with regard to one who eats 
meat from one offering from five different pots in which it was 
prepared, that he is liable to bring a separate guilt offering for the 
meat prepared in each and every pot, due to misuse of consecrated 
property. And I consider that these matters may be derived from 
an a fortiori inference. Rabbi Akiva said to Rabbi Yehoshua: If you 
are reporting a halakha that you received from your teachers with 
regard to one who eats notar from five offerings we will accept it, 
but if it is based on the a fortiori logical inference from misuse of 
consecrated property there is a response that refutes the inference. 


NOTES 


What is notable about one who eats, it is notable in that he 
derives benefit — mM jaw bainbh ma: Due to the additional 
benefit he receives from the food cooked in each pot, he is 


liable separately for the food from each pot (Korban Aharon). 


This is particularly understandable in light of the statement in the 
Gemara (16a) that the case of one who ate food prepared in five 
different pots refers to a situation where the food was cooked in 
five different ways. By contrast, slaughtering five animals during 
a single lapse of awareness would be considered only a single 
unwitting transgression, and one would be liable to bring only 
one sin offering. But if Rabbi Akiva’s question refers to eating 


notar from five offerings, its parallel to eating from five different 
pots is clear, as the meat of each animal has its own unique flavor 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 


One who eats notar from five offerings — Wi (7M Mata) baixa 
Dna meam: The Gemara text in standard ‘editions of the Vilna 
Talmud includes, in parenthesis, the words: From one offering, so 
that the sentence reads: One who eats from one offering notar 
from five offerings. It seems clear that this additional phrase does 
not belong in the sentence, and it has therefore been omitted 
from the translation here. 
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The Gemara asks: Did Rabbi Yehoshua accept that refutation 
from Rabbi Akiva or not? The Gemara answers: Come and heara 
proof in this regard, as it is taught in a baraita:" If one ate five pieces 
of notar from one offering during one lapse of awareness, and the 
pieces were cooked in five different pots, he brings only one sin 
offering. And in a situation where it is not known to him with 
certainty whether he unwittingly ate from them, he brings only 
one provisional guilt offering, which is sacrificed by one who is 
uncertain whether he committed a sin that renders him liable to 
bring a sin offering. 


By contrast, if one ate notar from a single offering from five different 
pots during five separate lapses of awareness he brings a sin offer- 
ing for each and every one, and ina situation where it is not known 
to him with certainty whether he unwittingly ate from them he 
brings a provisional guilt offering for each and every one. If he 
ate notar from five separate offerings during one lapse of aware- 
ness he is liable to bring a separate sin offering for each one, as he 
ate from differentiated physical entities. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: Even if he ate five pieces 
of notar from five separate offerings during one lapse of awareness 
he brings only one sin offering, as he transgressed one prohibition 
repeatedly during a single lapse of awareness. And ifhe is uncertain 
whether he unwittingly ate from them he brings only a single 
provisional guilt offering. The principle of the matter is that in 
any situation where one’s transgressions are differentiated with 
regard to sin offerings," i.e., when he is liable to bring multiple sin 
offerings if he knows that he unwittingly transgressed, they are 
differentiated with regard to provisional guilt offerings if he is 
unsure whether he unwittingly transgressed. 


If one ate five pieces of meat prepared in five separate pots" from 
a single offering before the meat became permitted for consump- 
tion through the sprinkling of the blood on the altar, even if this 
occurred during a single lapse of awareness, he is liable to bring a 
separate guilt offering for the meat from each and every pot, due 
to misuse of consecrated property. 


HALAKHA 


Any situation where one’s transgressions are differentiated 
with regard to sin offerings - nixena ppbnw bs: In any situ- 
ation where one is liable to bring a single sin offering for unwit- 
tingly violating a prohibition, he is liable to bring a provisional 
guilt offering if he is unsure whether he unwittingly violated the 
prohibition. In any instance where one is liable to bring multiple 
sin offerings due to an unwitting violation, he would be liable 
to multiple provisional guilt offerings if he were unsure whether 
he had committed the unwitting violation. 

How so? If one ate forbidden fat, blood, notar, and piggul 


Come hear a proof as it is taught in a baraita, etc. - yaw xn 
^D aT: This baraita contains a collection of halakhot that do 
not appear to conform to the opinions of any single Sage. The 
first halakha, that one who eats pieces of notar from a single 
offering that were cooked in five different pots brings only one 
sin offering, is compatible with Rabbi Akiva's opinion that if one 
eats notar from five different offerings during a single lapse of 
awareness he brings only one sin offering. Since eating from 
different offerings does not require multiple sin offerings, eating 
notar from one offering cooked in different pots should certainly 
not render one liable to bring multiple sin offerings. The second 
halakha, that one who eats pieces of notar from one offering that 
were cooked in five pots during five separate lapses of awareness 
brings five sin offerings, is compatible with all opinions. 

The third halakha, that one who eats notar from five different 
offerings during a single lapse of awareness is liable to bring a 


NOTES 


during a single lapse of awareness he is liable to bring four sin 
offerings. Therefore, if he is uncertain whether he ate those four 
forbidden items or whether he ate four permitted items, he must 
bring four provisional guilt offerings. Similarly, if he is uncertain 
whether he engaged in intercourse with his wife when she is 
permitted to him or whether it was a certain other woman pro- 
hibited to him due to multiple prohibitions, he can be liable to 
bring as many as eight provisional guilt offerings for a single act 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 8:6). 


separate sin offering for each one, is compatible with the opinion 

of Rabbi Yehoshua, who infers this from the case about misuse of 
consecrated property. The statement of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 

Yehuda, that he is liable only for a single transgression, is compat- 
ible with Rabbi Akiva's opinion. The Gemara attempts to interpret 
the baraita as expressing the opinions of a single Sage, in order 
to prove that Rabbi Yehoshua accepted Rabbi Akiva’s refutation. 


If one ate five pieces of meat prepared in five separate pots, 

etc. - 13) paman nwnna DiD way bay: This is the continu- 
ation of the first statement in the baraita, that one who ate five 

pieces of notar from a single offering that were prepared in differ- 
ent pots, during a single lapse of awareness, brings only one sin 

offering. It is now explained that misuse of consecrated property 
is different, as one is liable to bring five guilt offerings even if he 

ate the pieces of meat during one lapse of awareness (Rashi). 
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NOTES 

Rabbi Akiva deems one liable to bring a provisional 
guilt offering for uncertainty about misuse - KIP% 127 
nbn ows myn pap by arma: The Rabbis, presumably 
including Rabbi Yehoshua, maintain that a provisional 
guilt offering is brought only if one is uncertain whether 
he unwittingly violated a prohibition for which he would 
be liable to bring a sin offering if he knew with certainty 
that he had transgressed. This does not include misuse 
of consecrated property, for which one is liable to bring 
a guilt offering, not a sin offering. 
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The Gemara notes: And yet in the final case in the baraita, it does 
not teach that in a situation where he is uncertain whether he ate 
from it he brings a provisional guilt offering. Whose opinion is 
this? If we say it is the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, let him also teach 
in the last clause: For a case where he is uncertain whether he ate 
from them he brings a provisional guilt offering, as we learned 
in the mishna (22b) that Rabbi Akiva deems one liable to bring 
a provisional guilt offering for uncertainty about misuse" of 
consecrated property. 


Rather, isn’t the baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua, who disagrees with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva and holds 
that one is not liable to bring a provisional guilt offering for uncer- 
tainty about misuse of consecrated property? And it teaches that 
one who eats notar from one offering cooked in five pots during five 
separate lapses of awareness brings five sin offerings, which indi- 
cates that ifhe did so during a single lapse of awareness he would be 
liable to bring only one sin offering, in accordance with the opinion 
stated by Rabbi Akiva in the mishna. And one can conclude from 
here that Rabbi Yehoshua accepted the refutation from Rabbi Akiva. 


The Gemara responds: But on the contrary, one can infer otherwise 
from the latter clause of the baraita, which teaches: Ifhe ate from 
five separate offerings, even during one lapse of awareness, he is 
liable to bring a separate sin offering for each and every one. One 
can conclude from this statement that Rabbi Yehoshua did not 
accept the refutation from Rabbi Akiva. 


Rather, what is there to say about this baraita? It must be said 
that it is a dispute between tanna’im, that there is a tanna who 
maintains that Rabbi Yehoshua accepted Rabbi Akiva’s refutation, 
and there is a tanna who maintains that Rabbi Yehoshua did not 
accept it. 


But once the baraita is interpreted in accordance with two different 
tanna’im, you may even say that the earlier clause of the baraita 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva and not Rabbi 
Yehoshua. And this tanna of the baraita holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva in one matter and disagrees with his 
opinion in one matter: He holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva with regard to a lapse of awareness, that if one eats 
from five offerings during a single lapse of awareness he is liable to 
bring only one sin offering. But he disagrees with his opinion with 
regard to misuse of consecrated property, as he does not deem one 
liable to bring a provisional guilt offering for uncertainty about 
whether he misused consecrated property. 


Q The mishna teaches that if one eats five pieces from a single offer- 
ing, each of which was cooked in a separate pot, he is liable to bring 
five guilt offerings for misuse of consecrated property. The Gemara 
asks: What are the circumstances which require five guilt offerings 
for misuse of consecrated property? Shmuel says: The five pieces 
must be from separate parts of the offering, like that which we 
learned ina mishna (Me’ila 1sb) with regard to a different topic: Five 
items from a burnt offering combine to form an olive-bulk that 
renders one liable for sacrificing an offering outside the Temple: The 
meat, and the forbidden fat," and the wine from the libations of 
the burnt offering, and the fine flour from the meal offering brought 
with the libations, and the oil for mixing with the meal offering. 


HALAKHA 


The meat and the forbidden fat, etc. - 151 abn wait: The 
meat, forbidden fat, fine flour, oil, and wine of a burnt offer- 


prohibition against eating from a burnt offering, in accordance 
with the ruling of the mishna in tractate Me‘ila 15b (Rambam Sefer 


ing combine to constitute an olive-bulk with regard to the Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 11:2). 
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Hizkiyya says: The obligation to bring five guilt offerings applies in 
a case where he ate from five different limbs of one offering. Reish 
Lakish says: You may even say that he ate from one limb, and you 
find this in a case where he ate from the shoulder of an offering, 
which has several different sections. Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha says: 
It applies in a case where he ate pieces of meat prepared as five dif- 
ferent types of cooked dishes. Rabbi Yohanan says: It applies in a 
case where he ate five pieces of meat that had five different flavors, 
as they were prepared with different types of seasonings. 


MISTIN a Aia said: T asked Rabhi Eliezer 


with regard to one who performs multiple 
prohibited labors on several Shabbatot," and all those labors were 
subsumed as subcategories of one primary category of prohibited 
labor," and he performed them during one lapse of awareness. 
What is the halakha? Is he liable to bring one sin offering for unwit- 
ting performance of all these labors or is he liable to bring a sin 
offering for violation of each and every one of the labors? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to Rabbi Akiva: He is liable to bring a sin offering 
for violation of each and every one of the labors, and this is derived 
from an a fortiori inference: Just as in the case of a menstruating 
woman, with regard to whom there are not multiple actions that 
result in transgression and that result in multiple sin offerings, but 
rather only the prohibition against engaging in intercourse with her, 
and nevertheless one is liable to bring a separate sin offering for each 
and every one of his acts of unwitting intercourse; in the case of 
Shabbat, with regard to which there are multiple primary catego- 
ries and subcategories of labor that result in transgression and that 
result in multiple death penalties’ or sin offerings, is it not right 
that he will be liable to bring a sin offering for performance of each 
and every one of the prohibited labors? 


Rabbi Akiva continues: I said to Rabbi Eliezer that the inference is 
not valid: If you said one is liable to bring multiple sin offerings in 
the case of a menstruating woman, with regard to whom there 
are two prohibitions, as the man is prohibited from engaging in 
intercourse with the menstruating woman and the menstruating 
woman is prohibited from engaging in intercourse with him, would 
you say the same in the case of Shabbat, with regard to which there 
is only one prohibition? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to me: The halakha of one who engages in inter- 
course with minor menstruating girls will prove this refutation is 

not valid, as in that case there is only one prohibition, because the 

minor is exempt from the mitzvot, and nevertheless the man is liable 

to bring a separate sin offering for intercourse for each and every 

one of the acts of intercourse. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to one who performs multiple prohibited labors 
on several Shabbatot, etc. - ninawa may nioxbna nwiya 
^ 7277: One who unwittingly performs multiple prohibited 
acts of labor on multiple Shabbatot is liable to bring a sin offering 
for each separate act. This is the halakha even if all the acts are 
subcategories of the same primary category of prohibited labor. 
It makes no difference whether he was aware that the acts are 
prohibited on Shabbat but unaware that it is Shabbat, or whether 
he was aware that it is Shabbat but unaware that the actions are 


prohibited on Shabbat. 


Consequently, if one planted a seed on Shabbat, and the next 
Shabbat planted a tree, and on the following Shabbat he bent 
a branch of a tree into the ground so that it would take root as 
a separate tree, and in each case he knew it was Shabbat but 
did not realize that the act was prohibited, he is liable to bring 


three sin offerings. This is because the Shabbatot are considered 
separate entities. Similarly, if he performed these acts on three 
Shabbatot with the knowledge that they are prohibited acts, 
but each time he was unaware that it was Shabbat, he is liable 
to bring three sin offerings, because the intervening weekdays 
constitute an awareness of his sin, which differentiates the acts 
into three separate transgressions. 

This halakha follows Rav Hisda's interpretation of the mishna, 
which is cited on 16b, according to which Rabbi Akiva did not dis- 
agree with Rabbi Eliezer about these matters. The Rambam rules 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda because Shmuel 
and Rav Adda bar Ahava accepted his ruling, and because the 
Gemara apparently refutes the opinion of Rabba (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:8-9, and see Kesef Mishne there 
and Birkat HaZevah). 


NOTES 


Subsumed as subcategories of one primary category 
of prohibited labor - nnx mx pyn: The Mishna 
(Shabbat 73a) lists the thirty-nine primary categories of 
prohibited labor, which are the principal labors performed 
in the Tabernacle (Bava Kamma 2a). Other acts that serve 
a similar function are considered subcategories of prohib- 
ited labor. These acts are equally prohibited on Shabbat, 
and one who performs them is liable to be stoned to 
death, or, in the case of unwitting violation, to bring a 
sin offering. 
Rabbi Akiva's question pertains to the relationship 
between the primary categories and the subcategories 
of prohibited labor: If one performs a primary category 
labor and also a subcategory of that primary labor, or if he 
performs two acts classified as subcategories of a single 
primary prohibited labor on Shabbat, is he liable to bring 
only one sin offering, similar to one who performs the 
same primary labor twice during a single lapse of aware- 
ness? Or is such a person required to bring a separate sin 
offering for each labor, like one who has performed two 
separate primary category labors during a single lapse 
of awareness? 
Some commentaries interpret Rabbi Akiva's question 
as referring to acts that are considered different manifes- 
tations of the same primary category of labor, e.g., both 
planting a tree and also bending the branch of a tree into 
the ground so that it takes root while still attached to the 
trunk, both of which are included in the primary labor of 
planting (Rambam). 


Multiple primary categories and subcategories of labor 
that result in transgression and result in multiple death 
penalties — 7297 Nin naya nixyin: The text of this 
mishna as it appears in standard printings of the Mishna 
reads: Shabbat has multiple categories of labor that result 
in transgression and result in multiple sin offerings. This 
version means that there are many different acts, includ- 
ing the different primary categories and subcategories 
of prohibited labor, for which one can become liable to 
bring a sin offering on Shabbat. Additionally, there are 
different types of unwitting transgressions on Shabbat: 
One can be aware that it is Shabbat and unaware that a 
particular act is one of the prohibited labors, or one can be 
aware that the act is a prohibited labor but unaware that 
it is Shabbat. By contrast, in the case of a menstruating 
woman, one becomes liable to bring a sin offering only 
if he engages in forbidden intercourse without realizing 
that the act is forbidden. 
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HALAKHA 


The case of the animal is like that of Shabbat - manan 
nawa: A woman who copulates with several animals 
during a single lapse of awareness is liable to bring 
a sin offering for each and every animal, as they are 
separate entities. This is similar to the case of a woman 
who engages in intercourse with several men forbid- 
den to her during a single lapse of awareness, as she is 
liable to bring a sin offering for each and every man, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 5:4). 


NOTES 


Rabbi Akiva raised two dilemmas before him — 717 
mya Kya: Rabbi Eliezer answered that he holds strin- 
gently with regard to both dilemmas. He answered 
the first dilemma, whether the different Shabbatot are 
considered as different entities, by means of an a fortiori 
inference from menstruating women, concluding that 
the halakha for one who performs the same labor on 
several different Shabbatot is similar to that of one who 
engages in intercourse with five menstruating women, 
and he is liable to bring multiple sin offerings. By con- 
trast, the second dilemma, whether the performance 
of multiple subcategories of one labor is comparable 
to the performance of multiple primary categories of 
labor, cannot be resolved by comparison to the halakhot 
of menstruating women, as with regard to those hala- 
khot there are no primary categories and subcategories 
(Rashi). 

Others maintain that Rabbi Eliezer also resolved the 
second question from the halakhot of menstruating 
women. Rabbi Eliezer states: Just as in the case of a 
menstruating woman, with regard to whom there are 
not multiple actions that result in transgression and 
result in multiple sin offerings, but nevertheless one is 
liable to bring a separate sin offering for each unwitting 
violation, the same is true with regard to Shabbat. This 
indicates that if the case of a menstruating woman did 
have multiple actions, i.e., primary categories and sub- 
categories, one would still be liable (Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola). 


The intervening days constitute an awareness of 
his sin which serves to differentiate between the 
Shabbatot — pond ayy prg o»myaw on»: Rashi (Shab- 
bat 67b) explains that it is impossible that one would not 
have become aware in the interim that Shabbat had 
passed and he had performed a prohibited labor on 
Shabbat. Consequently, if he performs a labor on the 
following Shabbat, the two prohibited labors occurred 
in two lapses of awareness. But the discussion in the 
Gemara on 17a indicates that the intervening days 
differentiate between the Shabbatot by Torah edict, 
regardless of whether or not he became aware that he 
had performed a prohibited labor on Shabbat (Josafot 
on Shabbat 67b). Some hold that the knowledge that 
the intervening days are weekdays serves to differenti- 
ate between the lapse of awareness on one Shabbat 
and the lapse of awareness on the following Shabbat 
(Ramban on Shabbat 67b, citing Rashbam, and see Ritva 
there). 
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Rabbi Akiva said: I said to Rabbi Eliezer that the cases of Shabbat 
and minor menstruating girls are not comparable. If you said in 
the case of minor girls that although it is not prohibited for them 
at present it is prohibited for them after the passage of time, when 
they reach majority, would you say the same in the case of Shabbat, 
with regard to which there are neither two prohibitions at present, 
nor will there be after the passage of time? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to me: The halakha of one who copulates with 
an animal will prove this refutation is not valid, as there are never 
two prohibitions in that case, and nevertheless the person is liable 
to bring a sin offering for each and every act. Rabbi Akiva said: I 
said to Rabbi Eliezer that no proof can be cited from the case of 
an animal, as in my opinion the case of the animal is like that of 
Shabbat;" there is uncertainty with regard to both cases. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: What precise dilemma 

did Rabbi Akiva raise before Rabbi 
Eliezer? Ifhe raised a dilemma about whether different Shabbatot 
are comparable to separate entities or not, i.e., if performing one 
labor on several Shabbatot during one lapse of awareness is similar 
to engaging in intercourse with multiple menstruating women 
during one lapse of awareness, let him raise the dilemma as fol- 
lows: If one performs one prohibited labor on each of several 
Shabbatot during a single lapse of awareness, what is the halakha? 


Rather, perhaps he raised a dilemma about whether different 
subcategories of a single prohibited labor are comparable to dif- 
ferent primary categories, which would mean one is liable sepa- 
rately for each, or not. But if so, let him ask raise the dilemma in 
the following manner: In the case of one who performs multiple 
prohibited labors, all subsumed as subcategories of one primary 
category of labor, on a single Shabbat, during a single lapse of 
awareness, what is the halakha? Why did Rabbi Akiva specify a 
case of one who performed multiple prohibited labors on multiple 
Shabbatot? 


Rava said: They say in the school of Rav [bei Rav]! that Rabbi 
Akiva raised two dilemmas before him:" He raised a dilemma 
about whether Shabbatot are comparable to separate entities or 
whether they are not comparable to separate entities, and he also 
raised a dilemma about whether different subcategories of a single 
prohibited labor are comparable to different primary categories 
of labor, or whether they are not. Rabbi Eliezer answered that 
multiple Shabbatot are comparable to separate entities, and that one 
who performs different subcategories of a single category of pro- 
hibited labor is like one who performs multiple primary categories 
of labor. 


The Gemara raises another question with regard to the mishna: 

And in connection to the performance of the same category of 
prohibited labor on each of several Shabbatot during a single lapse 

of awareness, what is the precise case about which Rabbi Akiva 

raises his dilemma? If the individual was unwitting in that he was 

unaware that it was Shabbat but acted intentionally with regard to 

the prohibited labors, i.e., he knew that these labors are prohibited 

on Shabbat, perhaps it is obvious to Rabbi Akiva that the interven- 
ing days constitute an awareness of his sin, which serves to dif- 
ferentiate between the Shabbatot' and render the individual liable 

to bring separate sin offerings for each Shabbat. 


School of Rav [bei Rav] - 353: The phrase bei Rav is sometimes 
used in reference to the study hall. If so, Rava is citing unnamed 
Sages from the study hall. In other instances, the term bei Rav 


LANGUAGE 


Babylonian amora’im. It is stated in Sanhedrin (17b) that when 
an amora cites the school of Rav he is referring specifically to 
Rav Huna, Rav's disciple and successor at the yeshiva of Sura. 


denotes the school, or study hall, of Rav, the greatest of the 
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And if so, it is in reference to a case where the individual acts inten- 
tionally with regard to Shabbat," i.e., he knows that it is Shabbat, 
but he acts unwittingly in that he does not know that the prohibited 
labors he is performing are prohibited on Shabbat, that Rabbi Akiva 
raises his dilemma. His dilemma is whether the Shabbatot are 
comparable to separate entities, which would mean that he is liable 
to bring a separate sin offering for each Shabbat, or whether they 
are not comparable to separate entities and therefore he is liable to 
bring only one sin offering. 


Or perhaps in the case where he acts intentionally with regard to 
Shabbat and unwittingly with regard to prohibited labors, it is 
obvious to Rabbi Akiva that the Shabbatot are comparable to sepa- 
rate entities and he is liable to bring a separate sin offering for each 
Shabbat. And it is in reference to a case where he acts unwittingly 
in that he does not know it is Shabbat, but he acts intentionally in 
that he knows that the labors he is performing are prohibited on 
Shabbat, that Rabbi Akiva raises his dilemma. His dilemma is 
whether the intervening days between the Shabbatot are consid- 
ered awareness of his sin, which would serve to differentiate 
between one sin and the next, or not. 


Rabba said: 


It stands to reason, based on a proof from a mishna, to say that in 
a case where he acts unwittingly in that he does not know that it is 
Shabbat, and intentionally in that he knows that the labors he is 
performing are prohibited on Shabbat, it is obvious to Rabbi Akiva 
that the intervening days between the Shabbatot are considered 
awareness of his sin, which would serve to differentiate between 
one sin and the next. And it is in reference to a case where he acts 
intentionally with regard to Shabbat and unwittingly with regard 
to prohibited labors that Rabbi Akiva raises his dilemma, which 
is about whether the Shabbatot are comparable to separate entities 
or not. 


And Rabbi Eliezer resolved his dilemma for him by stating that in 
a case where he acts intentionally with regard to Shabbat’ and 
unwittingly with regard to prohibited labors, the Shabbatot are 
comparable to separate entities. But Rabbi Akiva did not accept 
this resolution from him. And with regard to Rabbi Akiva’s other 
dilemma, Rabbi Eliezer resolved it for him by stating that subcat- 
egories of labors are comparable to primary categories of labor, 
and one is liable to bring a separate sin offering for each act. But 
Rabbi Akiva did not accept this resolution from him either. 


Rabba said: From where do I say this? As we learned in a mishna 
(Shabbat 67b): The Sages stated a significant principle with regard 
to the halakhot of Shabbat:" With regard to anyone who forgets 
the essence of Shabbat," i.e., one who is entirely ignorant that labor 
is prohibited on Shabbat, and he performed multiple prohibited 
labors on multiple Shabbatot, he is liable to bring only one sin 
offering, as there is only a single, comprehensive lapse of awareness. 


HALAKHA 


The Sages stated a significant principle with regard to Shab- 
bat — nava way bing dbp: One who forgets about the entire 


performed many prohibited labors on many Shabbatot, is liable to 
bring only one sin offering. This is because all his actions are due 


concept of Shabbat, or who was taken captive among the gen- to the same basic gap in his knowledge (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 


tiles as a minor, or who converted to Judaism as a minor but 


Hilkhot Shegagot 7:2). 


lived among gentiles and never knew about Shabbat, and he 
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NOTES 


He acts intentionally with regard to Shabbat, etc. — 
^D Naw iT: In this case the intervening days do not 
constitute an awareness of the sin, as the lapse of 
awareness does not refer to which day it was but rather 
to the halakhot of Shabbat. This lack of awareness will 

be reversed only if the individual studies the halakhot 
of Shabbat (Rashi). 


NOTES 

And Rabbi Eliezer resolved his dilemma for him by 
stating that where he acts intentionally with regard 
to Shabbat, etc. -= ^3) Naw jit ab unga: According 
to this opinion, Rabbi Akiva's statement at the end of 
the mishna that the case of an animal is comparable to 
that of Shabbat means that even if one copulates with 
several animals during a single lapse of awareness he 
is liable to bring only a single sin offering. This is in 
accordance with his opinion in the previous mishna 
that one who slaughters several animals outside the 
Temple courtyard during a single lapse of awareness 
is liable to bring only a single sin offering, as the differ- 
ent physical entities do not cause one’s actions to be 
considered multiple transgressions. 


Anyone who forgets the essence of Shabbat, etc. - 
nD Nav apy naw bs: This means he has no knowl- 
edge about Shabbat and its prohibitions at all, whether 
he was never taught or whether he was taught but 
forgot. Consequently, he has a total lapse of awareness 
of the Shabbat and all its prohibited labors. In such a 
situation, it cannot be said that the intervening days are 
considered awareness, as he will not become aware of 
his sins until he learns about Shabbat. 
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With regard to one who knows the essence of the prohibition 
against labor on Shabbat," and he performed multiple prohibited 
labors on multiple Shabbatot because he was unaware that those 
days were Shabbat, he is liable to bring a sin offering for each and 
every Shabbat, as the intervening days are considered awareness 
which differentiates between the Shabbatot. One who is aware that 
the day is Shabbat and performed multiple prohibited labors, 
which he did not know were prohibited, on multiple Shabbatot, is 
liable to bring a sin offering for each and every primary category 
of labor that he performed. 


Rabba comments: But in the latter case, the mishna does not teach 
that he is liable to bring a sin offering for each act of a primary 
category of labor that he performed on each and every Shabbat. 
He is liable to bring one sin offering for each primary category of 
labor, despite the fact that he performed the act on multiple Shab- 
batot. This indicates that the different Shabbatot are not considered 
separate entities. 


Whose opinion is this? If we say it is the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
say the last clause of that mishna: One who performs multiple 
prohibited labors subsumed, as subcategories, under one primary 
category of prohibited labor" is liable to bring only one sin offering. 
And if this were the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer it should state: He 
is liable to bring a separate sin offering for each of the different 
subcategories of labors as though they were separate primary 
categories of labor. 


Rather, it is obvious that this mishna is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva. And you can learn from the mishna that 
when one acts unwittingly in that he did not know it was Shabbat 
and he acts intentionally in that he knows that these labors are 
prohibited on Shabbat, it is obvious to Rabbi Akiva that the inter- 
vening days are considered awareness of his sin, which serves to 
differentiate between the Shabbatot and render the individual 
liable to bring separate sin offerings for each Shabbat. It is for this 
reason that the mishna states that if one performs multiple labors 
on multiple Shabbatot because he was unaware that it was Shabbat, 
he is liable to bring a sin offering for each Shabbat. 


Consequently, it is clear that it is in a case where one acted inten- 
tionally in that he knew it was Shabbat and unwittingly in that he 
did not know that the acts he was performing were prohibited labor, 
that Rabbi Akiva raises his dilemma, as he is uncertain about 
whether the Shabbatot are comparable to separate entities. And 
Rabbi Eliezer resolved the dilemma for him by stating that the 
different Shabbatot are comparable to separate entities, and differ- 
ent subcategories of labors are comparable to primary categories 
of labor, and therefore one is liable for each act. And Rabbi Akiva 
did not accept either of these resolutions from Rabbi Eliezer. 


HALAKHA 


One who knows the essence of Shabbat - naw apy yyin: 
If one is aware of the mitzva of Shabbat, but was unaware that a 
specific day was Shabbat and instead thought it was a weekday, is 
liable to bring only one sin offering for all the labors performed on 
that entire Shabbat, even if he performed many labors. Similarly, 
if he forgot it was Shabbat during the course of many Shabbatot 
and performed multiple labors each Shabbat, he is liable to bring 
only one sin offering for each Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 7:2). 


One who performs multiple prohibited labors subsumed 
under one primary category of prohibited labor - Awiya 
no mx pyn matt miss: One who performed multiple 
prohibited labors subsumed under one primary category of 
labor during a single lapse of awareness, e.g., he planted a seed, 
rerouted a branch into the ground so it would take root as a 
separate tree, and grafted two trees together, is liable to bring only 
one sin offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:7). 
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Abaye said to Rabba: You cannot prove your claim from the 
mishna. Actually, I could say to you that in a case where one 
acts intentionally in that he knows it is Shabbat and unwit- 
tingly in that he does not know that his actions are prohibited 
labors, it is obvious to Rabbi Akiva that Shabbatot are not 
comparable to separate entities, as it can be inferred from the 
latter clause of this mishna that one is not liable to bring a sepa- 
rate sin offering for each primary category of labor performed 
on each individual Shabbat. And it is in reference to a case 
where one acted unwittingly in that he did not know it was 
Shabbat and intentionally in that he knew his actions are pro- 
hibited labors, that Rabbi Akiva raises his dilemma to Rabbi 
Eliezer. The dilemma is whether the intervening days are 
considered awareness to differentiate between the Shabbatot 
or not. 


And Rabbi Eliezer resolved the dilemma for him by stating that 
the intervening days are considered awareness to differentiate 
between the Shabbatot. And Rabbi Akiva accepted this resolu- 
tion from him, due the ruling of the mishna that one who knows 
the essence of the prohibition against labor on Shabbat and 
performs multiple prohibited labors on multiple Shabbatot is 
liable to bring a sin offering for each and every Shabbat. And 
Rabbi Eliezer also resolved his other dilemma for him by stat- 
ing that subcategories of labors are comparable to primary 
categories of labor and one is liable for each act, but Rabbi 
Akiva did not accept this resolution from him. 


Rav Hisda says: In a case where one acts intentionally in that 
he knows it is Shabbat and unwittingly in that he does not 

know that his actions are prohibited labors, even Rabbi Akiva 

holds that the Shabbatot are comparable to separate entities; 

and when he raises the dilemma to Rabbi Eliezer, it is in refer- 
ence to a case where one acted unwittingly with regard to Shab- 
bat and intentionally with regard to prohibited labor. And he 

raises the dilemma in order to clarify whether or not the 

intervening days are considered awareness to differentiate. 


And Rabbi Eliezer resolved the dilemma for him by stating that 
the intervening days are considered awareness to differentiate 
the transgressions, and Rabbi Akiva accepted this resolution 
from him. This is in accordance with the mishna in tractate 
Shabbat (67b) cited earlier, that one who knows the essence of 
the prohibition against labor on Shabbat and performed mul- 
tiple prohibited labors on multiple Shabbatot is liable to bring a 
sin offering for each and every Shabbat. 


And Rabbi Eliezer also resolved Rabbi Akiva’s other dilemma 
for him by stating that different subcategories of prohibited 
labors are comparable to primary categories of labor and one 
is liable for each one separately. But Rabbi Akiva did not accept 
this resolution from him, due to the final clause of that mishna, 
which states that one who performs multiple prohibited labors 
that are subsumed as subcategories under one primary category 
of prohibited labor is liable to bring only one sin offering. 


Rav Hisda said: From where do I say that according to Rabbi 
Akiva each Shabbat is considered a separate entity? This is as it 
is taught in a baraita: One who writes two letters on Shabbat 
during one lapse of awareness is liable, as writing two letters 
renders one liable for performing the prohibited labor of writing. 
Ifhe does so in two separate lapses of awareness," e.g., he wrote 
one letter without realizing it was Shabbat, then became aware 
that it was Shabbat, and then again became unaware it was 
Shabbat and wrote a second letter, Rabban Gamliel deems him 
liable to bring a sin offering and the Rabbis deem him exempt. 
And Rabban Gamliel concedes that if he wrote one letter on 
this Shabbat and one letter on another Shabbat he is exempt. 


NOTES 

Rav Hisda says, etc. — 3) Va x0r 27: Rav Hisda, like 
Rabba and Abaye, maintains that the mishna in trac- 
ate Shabbat is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva. Yet, he disagrees with the deductive inference that 
eads Rabba to conclude that if one knows which days 
are Shabbat but forgets which labors are prohibited on 
hose days, Rabbi Akiva deems him liable to bring one 
sin offering for each primary category of labor he per- 
ormed, but not a separate sin offering for each time he 
performed each labor. According to Rav Hisda, in such a 
situation, if one unwittingly performed many prohibited 
abors repeatedly on several Shabbatot, Rabbi Akiva does 
deem him liable to bring separate sin offerings for each 
primary category of labor on each and every Shabbat 
hat he performed it, as each Shabbat is considered a 
separate entity. 


HALAKHA 

One who writes two letters...in two lapses of aware- 
ness — ninwa I.P MW amia: One who 
unwittingly wrote ‘one letter on Shabbat and then 
became aware that it is prohibited, and then again for- 
got and wrote a second letter adjacent to the first one 
during this second lapse of awareness, is exempt from 
bringing a sin offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 6:8). 
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And it is taught in a different baraita: In the case of one who 
writes two letters on two Shabbatot, one on this Shabbat and one 
on that Shabbat, Rabban Gamliel deems him liable and the Rab- 
bis deem him exempt." Rav Hisda explains: It enters your mind 
that Rabban Gamliel holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva. 


Granted, according to my opinion, as I say that in a case where one 

acts intentionally in that he knows it is Shabbat and unwittingly 
in that he does not know his actions constitute prohibited labors, 
even Rabbi Akiva says that the Shabbatot are comparable to sepa- 
rate entities. Consequently, that which is taught in the first baraita, 
that Rabban Gamliel concedes that if one wrote one letter on Shab- 
bat and another letter the following Shabbat he is exempt, can be 

interpreted as referring to a case where one acts intentionally in 

that he knows it is Shabbat but unwittingly in that he does not 
know his actions constitute prohibited labors. Since separate Shab- 
batot are comparable to separate entities, the two acts do not 

combine to form the minimal act of writing that would render one 

liable to bring a sin offering. 


NOTES 


Perek III 
Daf17 Amuda 


NOTES 
But according to Rava who says - V3 xp xdx: 
The Gernara, starting from 16a, has been presenting a 
ong discussion of a dispute between Rabba and Rav 
Hisda, which continues until the end of the chapter. 
The problem is that at this point in the discussion 


cussing the opinion of Rabba. Some commentaries 
explain that Rava adopted the opinion of Rabba. 
any other commentaries claim that the proper 
version of the text should read Rabba rather than 
Rava through the conclusion of this chapter (Shita 
Mekubbetzet; Rashash; Arukh LaNer). 
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Rabban Gamliel deems him liable to bring a sin offering and 
the Rabbis deem him exempt — pis Daam aM bgy J2: 
The Rabbis maintain that he is exempt because he did not perform 
a complete labor during a single lapse of awareness. By contrast, 
Rabban Gamliel maintains that there is no awareness for a half- 
measure. This means that since one is liable to bring a sin offering 


only if he unwittingly violated a prohibition in its complete form, 
e.g., he wrote two letters on Shabbat, there is no significance to 
becoming aware of his transgression after performing only half the 
prohibition, e.g., writing only one letter. Consequently, if he writes 
a second letter on the following Shabbat he is considered to have 
written two letters during a single lapse of awareness. 


he Gemara begins referring to Rava whenever dis- 
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And that which is taught in the second baraita, that Rabban Gam- 
liel deems a person liable ifhe wrote two letters over two Shabbatot, 
can also be explained: It is referring to a case where he acts unwit- 
tingly in that he does not know it is Shabbat, and intentionally in 
that he knows his actions constitute prohibited labors. In such a 
situation he deems an individual liable despite the fact that different 
Shabbatot are comparable to separate entities, as he holds that 
although the intervening days are generally considered awareness 
of his transgression, there is no awareness for a half-measure. 
Since he performed only half the prohibited labor on the first Shab- 
bat, he is not considered to have become aware of his transgression 
on the intervening days. 


But according to Rava, who says" that Rabbi Akiva, and presum- 
ably also Rabban Gamliel, holds that separate Shabbatot are 
considered as one single entity, how can both baraitot be explained? 


The Gemara elaborates: Granted, that which is taught in the sec- 
ond baraita, that Rabban Gamliel deems one who writes a letter on 
each of two Shabbatot to be liable, is understandable. You can find 
both a case where one acted intentionally in that he knew it was 
Shabbat and unwittingly in that he did not know his actions con- 
stituted prohibited labors, as he holds that Shabbatot are consid- 
ered as one single entity, and a case where he acted unwittingly in 
that he does not know it is Shabbat and intentionally in that he 
knows his actions constitute prohibited labors. The reason in the 
second case is that he holds there is no awareness for a half- 
measure, and therefore the actions on the two Shabbatot are con- 
sidered to have taken place during one lapse of awareness. 
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But with regard to that which is taught in the first baraita, that one 
who writes a letter on each of two Shabbatot is exempt, in what case 
can you interpret it, i.e., in what circumstances would this ever 
apply? This ruling does not apply in this case, where he is aware that 
it is Shabbat but unaware that his action constitutes a prohibited 
labor, because Rabbi Akiva, and presumably Rabban Gamliel, main- 
tains that each Shabbat is considered a single entity and therefore it 
is considered as though he wrote two letters on one Shabbat, and 
he is liable. And this ruling also does not apply in that case, where 
one is unaware that it is Shabbat and aware that his action consti- 
tutes a prohibited labor, because Rabban Gamliel maintains there 
is no awareness for a half-measure. Consequently, the two letters 
are considered to have been written in one lapse of awareness. 


The Gemara explains that Rava could say to you that Rabban Gam- 
liel holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who 
says: Shabbatot are comparable to separate entities, and therefore 
an individual who wrote one letter on one Shabbat and another 
letter on a different Shabbat is exempt. 


The Gemara raises an objection: But from the fact that the baraita 
teaches: And Rabban Gamliel concedes to the Rabbis" that if he 
wrote one letter on one Shabbat and one more letter on a different 
Shabbat he is exempt, it can be derived by inference that they 
disagree about another halakha. Granted, if you say Rabban Gam- 
liel holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva," and the 
opinion of the Rabbis is that of Rabbi Akiva, this is referring to the 
fact that they disagree in the other baraita with regard to the case 
where one acts unwittingly in that he does not know it is Shabbat 
and intentionally in that he knows his actions constitute prohibited 
labors, as Rabban Gamliel holds that although the intervening 
days are considered awareness to differentiate between the Shab- 
batot, there is no awareness for a half-measure, and therefore he 
is liable. 


And Rabban Gamliel concedes to Rabbi Akiva in a case where one 
acts intentionally in that he knows it is Shabbat and unwittingly 
in that he does not know his actions constitute prohibited labors, 
that he is exempt. Evidently, Rabbi Akiva holds that Shabbatot are 
comparable to separate entities, and therefore the letters written 
on different Shabbatot do not combine, which is why he is exempt. 
But if you say Rabban Gamliel holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, and from the fact that one baraita states 
that Rabban Gamliel concedes that he is exempt it can be derived 
by inference that they disagree about another similar halakha, this 
raises the question: About what case do they disagree? 


NOTES 


But from the fact that the baraita teaches, and Rabban Gamliel 
concedes to the Rabbis, etc. -131 bxv na yan TT ANP KT: 
The assumption in this discussion is that the opinions of the Rab- 
bis in the two baraitot are one and the same, and therefore when 
the first baraita states that Rabban Gamliel concedes it is referring 
to the opinion of the Rabbis in the second baraita. Furthermore, 
it cannot be claimed that this concession refers to the dispute 
at the beginning of the first baraita, and that although Rabban 
Gamliel disagrees with regard to two lapses of awareness on a 
single Shabbat he agrees with the Rabbis about a single lapse of 
awareness encompassing two separate Shabbatot. The reason is 
that such a concession would not be referring to the same type 
of case about which the dispute occurred (see Shita Mekubbetzet, 
citing Rosh; Arukh LaNer). Additionally, it is assumed that the 
opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabban Gamliel, is either 
that of Rabbi Eliezer, who states explicitly that he considers differ- 
ent Shabbatot to be separate entities, or that of Rabbi Akiva, who 
discusses the matter with Rabban Gamliel and possibly agrees 
with him in this regard. There is no other tanna known to have 
maintained this opinion. 


Granted if you say that Rabban Gamliel holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, etc. - +393 xabwa DNNN 
3) mb xt Kpy: Rav Hisda's evidence in support of his inter- 
pretation is based on the assumption that the opinion of the 
Rabbis, who disagree with Rabban Gamliel in the case where 
one writes two letters over two Shabbatot, is the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva. This is possible only if both Rabbi Akiva and Rabban Gamliel 
maintain that in a case where one performs prohibited labors 
unwittingly on two Shabbatot, the Shabbatot are considered 
separate entities. Additionally, they must both agree that if one 
performed prohibited labors on two Shabbatot while unaware 
hat it was Shabbat, it is considered as though he became aware 
of his sin on the intervening days between the two Shabbatot. 
Consequently, the disagreement is whether awareness of having 
performed half the measure of a prohibited labor is considered 
awareness. Although it is correct that Rabbi Eliezer also maintains 
hat Shabbatot are considered separate entities and intervening 
days are considered awareness of the transgression, he cannot 
be identified with the Rabbis who disagree with Rabban Gamliel, 
because Rabbi Eliezer agrees with him that there is no awareness 
or a half-measure. 
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NOTES 


But rather with regard to adding one thread to a 
preexisting woven fabric — »1%7 by nna xx: 
According to this suggestion, the statement in the 
baraita about Rabban Gamliel’s concession is not 
referring to the case in the other baraita about writ- 
ing two letters on two separate Shabbatot, as it has 
already been proven that the Rabbis in that baraita 
cannot be Rabbi Eliezer. Rather, it is referring to a differ- 
ent dispute between Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Eliezer, 
which concerns performing labor in stages. The baraita 
is therefore interpreted as follows: Although Rabban 
Gamliel disagrees with Rabbi Eliezer about adding one 
thread to a preexisting woven fabric and deems one 
liable, he concedes that one is exempt if he adds a letter 
to a preexisting letter. This is referring to a case where 
he knows it is Shabbat but does not know that writing 
is a prohibited labor. The rationale for Rabban Gamliel’s 
distinction is that adding one thread to a preexisting 
woven fabric is itself a significant act of labor due to the 
preexisting woven fabric, whereas adding a partial act 
of labor to another partial act of labor performed on a 
different Shabbat is insignificant because the Shabbatot 
are considered separate entities. Consequently, the 
acts do not relate to each other, and it is considered as 
hough he performed less than the minimum measure 
of two different labors (Rashi). 

Other commentaries claim that if one were to write 
he second letter on the same parchment as the first 
etter Rabban Gamliel would deem him liable, even 
if he did so on two separate Shabbatot, just as in the 
case where one adds a thread to a preexisting woven 
abric (Tosafot). He concedes that one is exempt only 
if he writes the second letter on a different parchment 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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If you suggest that they disagree with regard to a case where one 
acts unwittingly in that he does not know it is Shabbat and inten- 
tionally in that he knows his actions constitute prohibited labors, 
then that cannot be correct. After all, even Rabbi Eliezer holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabban Gamliel that there is no 
awareness for a half-measure, as it is taught in a baraita: With 
regard to one who writes two letters on two separate Shabbatot, 
one letter on this Shabbat and one letter on that Shabbat, Rabbi 
Eliezer deems him liable. 


But rather, you might suggest that Rabban Gamliel’s concession that 
he is exempt is referring to a disagreement with regard to adding 
one thread to a preexisting woven fabric." If one weaves three 
threads together he has violated the prohibited labor of weaving on 
Shabbat. It might be suggested that if one adds a single thread to a 
preexisting woven fabric, Rabban Gamliel would deem him liable 
whereas Rabbi Eliezer would deem him exempt. And yet Rabban 
Gamliel concedes that if one writes one letter next to a letter written 
on the previous Shabbat he is exempt. This suggestion is also diffi- 
cult, as Rabbi Eliezer deems one liable in the case of adding a single 
thread, as we learned in a mishna (Shabbat 105a) that Rabbi Eliezer 
says: One who weaves three threads at the beginning of a new 
fabric, or adds one thread to a preexisting woven fabric, is liable. 


Rava said: When it was derived by inference that Rabban Gamliel 
disagrees about one other halakha, that disagreement is referring 
to the following case, as it is taught in a baraita: One who carried 
out half of a dried fig into the public domain on Shabbat and then 
carried out another half of a dried fig," in one lapse of awareness, 
is liable; if he carried them out in two lapses of awareness he is 
exempt. Rabbi Yosei says: Even in a case where this occurred in 
one lapse of awareness, if they were both carried to one public 
domain he is liable; but ifthey were carried to two public domains 
that are separated from each other he is exempt. 


As in such a case, Rabban Gamliel holds in accordance with the 
opinion of the first tanna, who says that the separate domains do 
not cause the two acts to be considered separate; therefore, as he 
carried out a full dried fig, which is the minimum measure for the 
prohibited labor of carrying from one domain to another, he is liable. 
And Rabbi Eliezer holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, who says the separate domains cause the acts to be considered 
separate, and he is exempt. Another baraita then states that although 
Rabban Gamliel maintains that the separate domains do not cause 
the two acts to be considered separate, he concedes that individual 
Shabbatot are considered separate entities, and therefore writing two 
letters on two different Shabbatot is considered two separate acts 
and the individual is exempt. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof for Rav Hisda’s opin- 
ion from the mishna: Rabbi Eliezer said to Rabbi Akiva: He is liable 

to bring a sin offering for violation of each and every one of the 

labors, and this is derived from an a fortiori inference. Just as in the 

case of amenstruating woman, with regard to whom there are not 

multiple actions that result in multiple sin offerings, one is liable to 

bring a separate sin offering for each act of unwitting intercourse; in 

the case of Shabbat, with regard to which there are multiple primary 
categories and subcategories of labor, is it not right that one will be 

liable to bring a sin offering for each prohibited labor? 


One who carried out half of a dried fig and then.. 


HALAKHA 


„another half first public domain by a karmelit it is considered as though they 


of a dried fig — NAH ST MONIT... ST MNT: If one carried 
from a private domain to a public domain on Shabbat and the 
item was half the minimum measure that renders one liable, and 
he subsequently carried out another half-measure to the same 
public domain, he is liable. If he carried the second half-measure 
to a different public domain that is separated from the first one 
by a private domain he is exempt, but if it is separated from the 


compose one public domain and he is liable. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei here and in trac- 
tate Shabbat (80a), and with Rabba's explanation of his opinion, 
cited in Shabbat. Furthermore, Rabbi Yohanan (Bava Batra 55b) 
also rules in accordance with Rabbi Yosei’s opinion (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:24 and Maggid Mishne and Or 
Same‘ah there). 
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Granted, according to Rav Hisda, who says that Rabbi Akiva 
raises his dilemma in reference to a case where one acted unwit- 
tingly in that he did not know it was Shabbat and intentionally in 
that he knew his actions constitute prohibited labors, and the basis 
of the dilemma was whether the intervening days are considered 
awareness to differentiate between the Shabbatot or not, that is 
the reason that Rabbi Eliezer said to him: Just as in the case of a 
menstruating woman, in the singular; in order to indicate that 
just as in the case of a menstruating woman one is liable for each 
act of intercourse due to the intervening days, so too with regard 
to Shabbat. 


But according to Rava, who says it was in reference to a case where 
one acted intentionally in that he knew it was Shabbat and unwit- 
tingly in that he did not know his actions constituted prohibited 
labors that Rabbi Akiva raises his dilemma, and the basis of the 
dilemma was whether Shabbatot are comparable to separate enti- 
ties or not, let Rabbi Eliezer teach this halakha with the plural 
phrase: Menstruating women. This would indicate that just as a 
man who engages in intercourse with five different menstruating 
women is liable to bring a sin offering for his transgression with each 
woman, as they are separate entities, the same applies to Shabbatot, 
which are also separate entities. 


The Gemara responds that Rava could say to you: Indeed, teach 
the mishna with the plural term menstruating women. The Gemara 
notes that Shmuel teaches the mishna with the singular term men- 
struating woman, and Rav Adda bar Ahava teaches the mishna 
with the term menstruating woman; but Rav Natan bar Oshaya 
says: Teach the mishna with the plural term menstruating women. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rav Hisda, who says: It was 

in reference to a case where he was unwitting with regard to Shab- 
bat and intentional with regard to prohibited labors that Rabbi 

Akiva raises his dilemma, and the question was whether the inter- 
vening days are considered awareness to differentiate between the 

Shabbatot or not, how could Rabbi Eliezer attempt to resolve the 

dilemma by a comparison to a menstruating woman? In the case 

ofa menstruating woman, what intervening days apply to her that 

can be considered awareness of his sin, which serves to differenti- 
ate the acts of intercourse into distinct transgressions? 


Rava said: This is possible in a case where he unwittingly engaged 
in intercourse with her while she was menstruating, and then she 
immersed™ in a ritual bath and became pure, and then she saw 
menstrual blood and he engaged in intercourse with her again, 
and then she immersed and then saw menstrual blood and he 
engaged in intercourse with her again. As here the immersions 
which purify her are considered like intervening days. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof for the opinion of 
Rava from the continuation of the mishna: Rabbi Eliezer said to 
Rabbi Akiva: The case of one who engages in intercourse with 
minor menstruating girls will prove this refutation is not valid. 
Granted, according to Rava, who says that Rabbi Akiva’s dilemma 
was about whether Shabbatot are considered separate entities, this 
is the reason that Rabbi Eliezer teaches his resolution by using 
the plural term minor girls," to indicate that just as one is liable 
to bring a separate sin offering for each girl, as she is a separate 
entity, the same applies to prohibited labor performed on different 
Shabbatot. 


A case where he engaged in intercourse with her and then she 
immersed — may why saw 1333: If one unwittingly engaged in 
intercourse with a menstruating woman and then she immersed 
and became pure, and later she menstruated again and he engaged 
in intercourse with her, he is liable to bring a sin offering for each act 


HALAKHA 


the same lapse of awareness, and despite the fact that both acts 
involved the same woman. As the acts took place during different 
periods of her impurity it is considered as though he engaged in 
intercourse with separate women, in accordance with the explana- 
tion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 5:5). 


of intercourse. This is the halakha even if both acts occurred during 


NOTES 


A case where he engaged in intercourse with 
her and then she immersed, etc. — why xav jia 
^D) map: In such a case, the days when she was 
pure are considered awareness of the initial sin and 
hey serve to divide the different acts of intercourse 
rom each other, similar to the weekdays between 
wo Shabbatot. The Rashbam explains that the man’s 
nowledge that the woman is pure during those 
days is the factor that differentiates the different acts 
of intercourse, and therefore he must at least know 
hat she immersed. Other early commentaries write 
hat his knowledge that she immersed is not signifi- 
cant, as perhaps she immersed to purify herself from 
some other ritual impurity. Their explanation is that 
whenever the woman immersed and then became 
ritually impure again, if the man is unaware that she 
is impure it is considered a new lapse of awareness 
because it is a new period of impurity. Similarly, with 
regard to Shabbat, the intervening weekdays serve 
to detach one Shabbat from the other (Ritva, Shab- 
bat 67b; see Karetot 16a). 


According to Rava this is the reason that Rabbi 
Eliezer teaches by using the plural term minor 
girls — nip ant wT xop: This is also why, in 
the case of copulating with an animal, he would also 
read the text in the plural: One who copulates with 
animals. Alternatively, he could interpret the singular 
term animal as referring also to many animals, as is 
explained in tractate Berakhot (4a), based on the 
phrase (Jonah 4:1): “And also much animal,’ which 
means many animals (Rashash). 
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But according to Rav Hisda, who said Rabbi Akiva’s dilemma 
referred to whether the intervening days are considered awareness 
to differentiate between the Shabbatot, what is the reason Rabbi 
Eliezer employed the plural term minor girls? The Gemara answers 
that the plural term is referring to minor girls in general, i.e., to men 
who engage in intercourse with minor girls, but it should not be 
taken to mean that one man engages in intercourse with multiple 
minor women. 


§ The Gemara notes that the mishna, which states that Rabbi Akiva 
raised a dilemma with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat and Rabbi 
Eliezer offered a resolution based on the halakhot ofa menstruating 
woman, is not in accordance with the opinion of this following 
tanna, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
says: That is not what Rabbi Akiva asked Rabbi Eliezer." Rather, 
this is what he asked him: In the case of one who unwittingly 
engaged in intercourse with his wife while she was menstruating, 
and then again engaged in intercourse with his wife while she was 
menstruating, during a single lapse of awareness, what is the 
halakha? Is he liable to bring only one sin offering for all of the acts 
of intercourse, or is he liable to bring a separate sin offering for each 
and every one? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him: He is liable for each and every one, and 

this is derived from an a fortiori inference: And just as in the case 

of Shabbat, with regard to which there is only one prohibition 

because he is prohibited to perform labor on Shabbat but Shabbat 

is not prohibited with regard to him, he is liable to bring a separate 

sin offering for each and every prohibited labor;" in the case of a 

menstruating woman, with regard to whom there are two prohi- 
bitions, as the man is prohibited to engage in intercourse with the 

menstruating woman and the menstruating woman is prohibited 

to engage in intercourse with him, is it not right that he should be 

liable to bring a separate sin offering for each and every act of 
intercourse? 


Rabbi Akiva said to him: No, if you said that one is liable to bring 
multiple sin offerings in the case of Shabbat, with regard to which 
there are multiple categories of labor that result in liability to bring 
multiple sin offerings, shall you also say the same in the case of a 
menstruating woman, with regard to whom there are not mul- 
tiple actions that result in multiple transgressions and multiple sin 
offerings, as there is only the prohibition against engaging in 
intercourse with her? 


NOTES 


Rabbi Eliezer - why 39: In many editions of the Talmud this 
name appears as Rabbi Elazar. Numerous commentaries (e.g., 
Shita Mekubbetzet) emend the text so that it refers to Rabbi Eliezer. 
Since the mishna records a disagreement between Rabbi Akiva 


and Rabbi Eliezer, it is likely that when the baraita cites an alter- 


nate version of the same disagreement it also refers to Rabbi 
Akiva and Rabbi Eliezer. 


And just as in the case of Shabbat...he is liable to bring a 
separate sin offering for each and every prohibited labor - may 
DINK] NIK bs by an...naw: Rashi explains that this is referring 
to the fact that one who performs five labors on one Shabbat is 
liable to bring a sin offering for each labor he performed. This 


is not directly parallel to the case of a menstruating woman, in 
which sexual intercourse is the only prohibited act. But Rabbi 
Eliezer holds that even if one repeats the same prohibited 
labor on Shabbat he is liable to bring a sin offering for each act 
(15a), and the same applies to intercourse with a menstruating 
woman. Alternatively, the question is whether the intervening 
days between the acts of intercourse differentiate the discrete 
acts so that he is liable to bring a sin offering for each act. Rabbi 
Eliezer derives his solution from the halakhot of Shabbat, where 
the intervening weekdays between two Shabbatot do serve to 
differentiate the labors performed on the two Shabbatot, and he 
is liable to bring a separate sin offering for each labor (see Tosafot 
on Shabbat 67b; Hiddushim UVeurim). 
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Rabbi Eliezer said to him: The case of one who engages in inter- 
course with five minor menstruating girls will prove it, as with 
regard to it there are not multiple actions that result in multiple 
sin offerings, and yet one is liable to bring a separate sin offering 
for having engaged in intercourse with each and every one of 
the girls. 


Rabbi Akiva said to him: No, if you said that one is liable for each 
one with regard to minors, who are separate entities, shall you 
also say that he should be liable for each act with regard to one who 
engages in intercourse five times with his wife while she is menstru- 
ating? Rabbi Eliezer said to him: The case of one who copulates 
with an animal multiple times during a single lapse of awareness 
will prove that one should be held separately liable for each act, as 
there are no separate entities, and yet one is liable for each and 
every act. Rabbi Akiva said to him: The case of the animal is like 
the case of the menstruating woman, and one is liable to bring only 
one sin offering." 


Interpretations of the Mishna according to the Amora‘im 


One knows his act is a 
prohibited labor but does not 
know it is Shabbat, and does not 
find out that he violated Shabbat 
before the next Shabbat. 


It is clear to Rabbi Akiva that 
the intervening days are 
considered as though he 
became aware of his sin, and 
he is liable to bring a separate 
sin offering for each Shabbat. 


Rabbi Akiva asked Rabbi 

Eliezer about this case. Rabbi 
Eliezer answered that the 
intervening days are considered 
as though he became aware 

of his sin, and he is liable to 
bring a separate sin offering 

or each Shabbat. Rabbi 

Akiva accepted this answer. 


Rabbi Akiva asked Rabbi 

Eliezer about this case. Rabbi 
Eliezer answered that the 
intervening days are considered 
as though he became aware 

of his sin, and he is liable to 
bring a separate sin offering 

for each Shabbat. Rabbi 

Akiva accepted this answer. 


All agree that the intervening 
days are considered as though 
he became aware of his sin, and 
he is liable to bring a separate 
sin offering for each Shabbat. 


One knows it is Shabbat 

but does not know his 
actions constitute prohibited 
labors, and does not find 
out that he violated Shabbat 
before the next Shabbat. 


Rabbi Akiva asked Rabbi 

Eliezer about this case, and 
Rabbi Eliezer answered that 
each Shabbat is considered a 
separate entity. But Rabbi Akiva 
did not accept this answer, due 
to an inference from a mishna 
in tractate Shabbat (67b). 


tis clear to Rabbi Akiva, and to 
Rabbi Eliezer (Rashi), that the 
Shabbatot are not considered 
separate entities. One is 

iable to bring a sin offering 

for each primary category 

of labor he performed, but 

not for each labor that he 
performed on each Shabbat. 


It is clear to Rabbi Akiva that 
the Shabbatot are considered 
separate entities. This is 
supported by Rabban Gamliel’s 
statement about writing 

two letters on Shabbat. Rav 
Hisda does not accept the 
inference from the mishna 

in tractate Shabbat. 


According to Rabba and 
Abaye, the Shabbatot are not 
considered separate entities, 
and one is liable to bring 
only one sin offering for all of 
the Shabbatot. According to 
Rav Hisda the Shabbatot are 
considered separate entities, 
and one is liable to bring a 
separate sin offering for each 
Shabbat on which he sinned. 


One performed multiple 
subcategories of one primary 
category of prohibited labor. 


Rabbi Akiva asked Rabbi Eliezer 
about this case. Rabbi Eliezer 
answered that one is liable to 
bring a separate sin offering 
for each act. Rabbi Akiva did 
not accept this response. 


Rabbi Akiva asked Rabbi Eliezer 
about this case. Rabbi Eliezer 
answered that one is liable to 
bring a separate sin offering 
for each act. Rabbi Akiva did 
not accept this response. 


Rabbi Akiva asked Rabbi Eliezer 
about this case. Rabbi Eliezer 
answered that one is liable to 
bring a separate sin offering 
for each act. Rabbi Akiva did 
not accept this response. 


All agree that one is liable to 
bring only one sin offering. 
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The chapter began with the question of how a person can become liable to bring a sin 
offering. It is clearly necessary that one become aware that he has sinned, whether 
through his own knowledge or due to the testimony of another individual, even if 
the latter would not be considered a valid witness in other areas of halakha. In cases 
where the person alleged to have sinned contradicts the testimony and denies he has 
sinned, there is a dispute about whether the testimony of two witnesses renders him 
liable to bring a sin offering just as it would render him liable to corporal punishment 
for an intentional transgression, or whether the individual himself is deemed more 
credible than witnesses for the purpose of determining liability to bring a sin offering. 


The chapter continued by defining the act of eating that would render one liable to 
bring a sin offering. It was established that one is liable only ifhe eats a full olive-bulk 
of food prohibited by one prohibition, during a single lapse of awareness, and within 
the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. If any of these conditions is lacking, one 
is exempt from bringing a sin offering. 


The number of sin offerings a person is liable to bring depends not on the number 
of actions he performs but rather on the number of prohibitions he violates and the 
number of lapses of awareness he experiences. Consequently, if he ate the same type 
of forbidden food many times during one lapse of awareness of the prohibition he 
is liable to bring only a single sin offering, even if he ate food prepared in different 
pots. But if he became aware of the prohibition after eating the forbidden food, and 
then later experienced another lapse of awareness and again ate the forbidden food, 
he is liable to bring two sin offerings. 


By contrast, one can also be liable to bring multiple sin offerings for eating a single 
olive-bulk of food in a single lapse of awareness if it is prohibited by multiple prohi- 
bitions. Although there is a principle that a prohibition does not take effect where 
another prohibition already exists, there are cases where the additional prohibition 
does take effect, i.e., when the additional prohibition is an expanded prohibition, 
which includes additional people in the category of those prohibited to the original 
item; or a more inclusive prohibition, which adds more items to the prohibition for 
the same individual; or when both prohibitions take effect simultaneously. 


The prohibitions of forbidden relations are similar to the prohibitions of forbidden 
food in that one who engages in forbidden sexual intercourse with the same person 
several times in the same lapse of awareness is liable to bring only a single sin offer- 
ing. But unlike with regard to forbidden food, if one engages in sexual intercourse 
with several individuals who are prohibited to him due to the same prohibition, he 
is liable to bring a separate sin offering for the prohibitions he violated with each 
individual, due to the fact that each individual is a separate entity. One who violates 
multiple prohibitions is liable to bring a sin offering for each prohibition he violated, 
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even if he transgressed them all during a single lapse of awareness. Additionally, one 
can become liable to bring several sin offerings for a single act of sexual intercourse 
if the other individual was prohibited to him due to several prohibitions. 


With regard to prohibited labor on Shabbat, it was established that one who unwit- 
tingly performs labor on several Shabbatot is liable to bring a sin offering for each of 
those Shabbatot. This is the halakha with regard to both types of unwitting Shabbat 
violations: If one did not realize it was Shabbat but knew that his actions constitute 
prohibited labor on Shabbat, he is liable separately for the labors of each Shabbat 
because the intervening weekdays have the same halakhic import as awareness of his 
sin, thereby differentiating between the labors he performed on each Shabbat. If he 
was aware that it was Shabbat but unaware that his actions constituted prohibited 
labor, he is liable separately for each Shabbat because the Shabbatot are considered 
separate entities. This case is comparable to that of one who engages in sexual inter- 
course with several women who all have the status of a menstruating woman. 


It was also accepted that although one who performs several prohibited labors on 
Shabbat is liable separately for each primary category of labor performed, if he 
performs several subcategories of one primary category of labor he is liable to bring 
only a single sin offering. 


These discussions form the essential content of this chapter. In addition, the chapter 
addressed several other matters, one of which is the time limit that defines an act of 
eating or drinking. It was decided that although with regard to different halakhot 
pertaining to eating there are different minimum amounts of food, there is a standard 
time limit, which is the average time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. Consequently, 
if one eats, but he does not consume the relevant minimal measure of food within 
that amount of time, he is not considered to have eaten. 


The chapter also examined the prohibition against priests entering the Temple and 
performing the Temple service after drinking wine. The conclusion was that the 
service is invalid and the priest is liable to death at the hand of Heaven only if he 
drinks at least one quarter-log of wine that has fermented for at least forty days, and 
he drinks it all at once without adding water to it. If any one of the above conditions 
is lacking, the priest is exempt from death at the hand of Heaven, although he has 
violated a prohibition. The same applies ifhe drinks a different intoxicating beverage. 
Similarly, it is prohibited for any Jew to issue halakhic rulings or teach others while 
intoxicated, but one may study Torah in such a state without issuing practical rulings. 
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And if anyone sins, and does any of the mitzvot of the 
Lord that may not be done, and he did not know, yet 
he is guilty, and shall bear his iniquity. And he shall 
bring a ram without blemish out of the flock, according 
to your valuation, for a guilt offering, to the priest; and 
the priest shall make atonement for him concerning 
the error that he committed, though he did not know 
it, and he shall be forgiven. It is a guilt offering; he is 
certainly guilty before the Lord. 

(Leviticus 5:17-19) 


When a ruler sins, and in error do any one of all the 
things that the Lord his God has commanded not to 
be done, and is guilty; if his sin, wherein he has sinned, 
be known to him, he shall bring for his offering a goat, 
a male without blemish. 

(Leviticus 4:22-23) 


In continuation of the discussion in the previous chapter concerning the sin offering, 
this chapter deals with the provisional guilt offering, as these two types of offerings 
are closely related. Although some disagree, according to a straightforward reading 
of the Torah and as explicitly stated in a mishna at the beginning of the tractate, the 
provisional guilt offering is brought when one is uncertain whether he transgressed 
a sin that would render him liable to bring a sin offering in the event of a confirmed 
transgression. This chapter examines many similarities and differences between the 
halakhot that govern these two offerings. 


The verses teach that one is liable to bring a provisional guilt offering in a case where 
he sins unawares (Leviticus 5:17-19). Clearly, the verse cannot mean simply that he 
has no knowledge of his sin, as in such a case there could be no prescribed offering, 
since he is totally ignorant of his possible sin. Rather, it means that there is doubt as 
to whether or not he sinned. This chapter deals with how to define this uncertainty. 
For example, if one definitely ate a type of food but does not know whether that food 
was permitted or forbidden, does this constitute an uncertain sin for which he must 
bring a provisional guilt offering? Another basic issue concerns the case of one who 
certainly sinned but does not know which sin he committed. Is a provisional guilt 
offering brought in such a case as well? 


The chapter then discusses the sin offering brought for a known sin. When the verse 
states that a sin offering is brought “if his sin be known to him” (Leviticus 4:23), 
what level of knowledge is necessary? Must one know with certainty which sin he 
transgressed, or does definite knowledge that he sinned, even without knowledge 
of the particular sin, already render him liable to bring a sin offering? Furthermore, 
even if he is required to have more specific knowledge of his sin, does he need to 
know the precise identity of the item with which he sinned? An example of this is 
one who picked fruit on Shabbat but is unsure if he picked grapes or figs. 


In addition to defining the parameters of when one brings a sin offering and when 
one brings a provisional guilt offering, the Gemara also compares their respective 
halakhot. Do the same halakhot that govern the determination of how many sin offer- 
ings one must bring apply equally to a provisional guilt offering? For example, if one 
unwittingly committed several sins during one lapse of awareness, he is required to 
bring only a single sin offering. Is this also true of a provisional guilt offering, where 
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one committed several possible sins in one lapse of awareness involving an item of 
uncertain status? 


Furthermore, when one is uncertain as to whether he ate forbidden food on several 
occasions, does each instance of consumption combine with the others to form the 
minimum measure required to render him liable to bring a provisional guilt offering, 
as they do in the case ofa sin offering? If one is uncertain whether he ate several differ- 
ent types of forbidden foods, is he liable to bring multiple provisional guilt offerings? 


Another related discussion involves an individual who committed several trans- 
gressions. If one unwittingly ate unquestionably forbidden foods several times, he 
is obligated to bring a sin offering for each act of consumption, provided he had 
knowledge prior to each instance that the previous piece he ate was forbidden. This 
chapter analyzes a case where one ate pieces of food on several occasions, and real- 
ized before the consumption of the subsequent piece that the status of the previous 
piece was questionable. If he later discovers that those pieces were in fact forbidden, 
does his knowledge of their questionable status after each instance of consumption 
render him liable to bring several sin offerings, or is that the halakha only in a case 
where he had definite knowledge after each instance? 


The latter part of the chapter explores the level of active intent in the performance of 
a transgression that renders one liable to bring a sin offering. Although a sin offer- 
ing must be brought by one who sins unwittingly, it is not required when he acts 
unawares and performs an action without any intention for the prohibited result 
that ensued. The Gemara analyzes the limits of this exemption: Does this apply only 
when he intended to perform a permitted action which subsequently resulted in a 
transgression, or does it apply even when he intended to commit a sin with one item 
but instead used another? Finally, what is the halakha in a case where he intended 
to commit a transgression in a specific sequence and instead carried out the actions 
in the reverse order? 
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MISHNA Etheeis uncertainty whether one ate for 
bidden fat and uncertainty whether one did 


not eat forbidden fat, or even if one ate forbidden fat and there is 
uncertainty whether there is the measure that determines liability 
in the piece he ate and uncertainty 


whether there is not the measure that determines liability in the 
piece he ate, he must bring a provisional guilt offering. 


Ifone has a piece of permitted fat and a piece of forbidden fat before 
him and he ate one of them and he does not know which of them 
he ate; or if his wife and his sister were with him in the house and 
he unwittingly engaged in intercourse with one of them and he 
does not know with which of them he unwittingly engaged in 
intercourse; or if he confused Shabbat and a weekday" and he 
performed labor prohibited on Shabbat on one of the days and he 
does not know on which of them he performed the labor, in all of 
those cases he is liable to bring a provisional guilt offering." 


Just as in a case where one unknowingly ate a piece of forbidden 
fat and then another piece of forbidden fat in a single lapse of 
awareness he is liable to bring only one sin offering, so too, in a 
case where their status is unknown to him and he ate them both 
unwittingly during a single lapse in awareness, he is liable to bring 
only one provisional guilt offering. 


But if he had gained knowledge between the first and second 


instance of eating that there is a possibility the fat might be prohib- 


ited, then the halakha is different: Just as he would be liable to bring 
a sin offering for each and every piece when he gained knowledge 
of their prohibited status in between each act of consumption, so 
too, he must bring a provisional guilt offering for each and every 
instance in which he consumed food that might be forbidden after 
learning of their uncertain status in between each unwitting act of 
consumption. 


Just as in a case where one ate forbidden fat, and blood, and 
piggul," and notar in one lapse of awareness he is liable to bring a 
sin offering for each and every one, so too, with regard to a case 
where their status is unknown to him and he ate them unwittingly 
during one lapse of awareness, he must bring a provisional guilt 
offering for each and every item. 


Permitted fat and forbidden fat.. 


-his wife and his sister.. 

Shabbat and a weekday - Di Naw...ininxs inwy.. am aw 
bin: The obligation to bring a provisional ‘guilt offering ina 
situation of uncertainty applies to a case where one is liable 
to receive karet for an intentional transgression and to be obli- 


NOTES 


A provisional guilt offering - nbn Dwr: This offering is called a 
provisional guilt offering because in the event that one did sin he 
does not receive full atonement until he realizes that he sinned, 
at which point he must bring a standard sin offering (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 8:1; see Tiferet Yisrael). 


gated to bring a sin offering for an unintentional transgression. 
The examples listed in the mishna come from various areas of 
halakha: Forbidden foods, illicit intercourse, and the prohibition 


against performing labor on Shabbat. 


HALAKHA 


Liable to bring a provisional guilt offering - DW% x32 
nbn: With regard to any sin whose definite, unintentional 
transgression renders one obligated to bring a sin offering, 
its uncertain transgression renders him obligated to bring 
a provisional guilt offering. For example, if one had a piece 
of forbidden fat and a piece of permitted fat before him 
and he ate one of them but is uncertain which one, he is 
liable to bring a provisional guilt offering. The same applies 
in a case where he is certain he ate a piece of forbidden fat 
but uncertain whether or not it contained the minimum 
measure for liability. Likewise, if one’s wife and sister were 
in his house and he engaged in intercourse with one of 
them and he does not know which one; or if he confused 
Shabbat and a weekday and he performed labor prohib- 
ited on Shabbat on one of those days, he is liable to bring 
a provisional guilt offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 8:1-2). 


Just as in a case where one ate forbidden fat and blood 
and piggul, etc. — ^5) w9 ot) 297 Daxw ows: Just 
as one is obligated to bring a sin offering “for a definite 
transgression, he is obligated to bring a provisional guilt 
offering for an uncertain transgression. The same applies 
if he transgressed several sins together; he must bring a 
sin offering in the case of a definite transgression and a 
provisional guilt offering for an uncertain transgression. 
For example, if one ate forbidden fat, blood, piggul, and 
notar in one lapse of awareness, he is liable to bring four 
sin offerings. If he is uncertain whether or not he ate them, 
he brings four provisional guilt offerings. Similarly, if one is 
uncertain whether he engaged in intercourse with his wife 
or with a forbidden relative, the unwitting transgression of 
which would obligate him to bring eight sin offerings, he 
must bring eight provisional guilt offerings (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 8:6). 
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HALAKHA 
Out of two pieces — niann nwn: If one had a single 
piece of fat before him and there is uncertainty whether it 
is permitted or forbidden and he ate it, he is exempt from 
the obligation to bring a provisional guilt offering. This 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Hiyya bar Rav 
and Rav (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 8:2). 
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G E M ARA With regard to the mishna’s mention of 


one who ate a piece of fat whose status was 
uncertain, it was stated that Rav Asi says: We learned that one is 
liable to bring a provisional guilt offering in the case of one single 
piece that is uncertain if it is of forbidden fat and uncertain if it is 
of permitted fat. Hiyya bar Rav disagreed and said: We learned this 
halakha in the case of an uncertainty involving one piece out of two 
pieces," one of which is forbidden fat and the other permitted fat, 
but in the case ofa single piece, one who consumes it is not liable to 
bring an offering. 


The Gemara inquires: With regard to what matter do Rav Asi and 
Hiyya bar Rav disagree? The Gemara answers: It is stated in a verse 
discussing the obligation to bring a provisional guilt offering: “And 
if anyone sin, and do any of the commandments [mitzvot] of the 
Lord that are not to be done, though does not know it; yet is he guilty, 
and shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 5:17). Rav Asi holds: The 
tradition of the manner in which the verses in the Torah are written 
is authoritative,’ and one derives halakhot based on the spelling of 
the words. Therefore, the obligation to bring a provisional guilt 
offering applies only when there is uncertainty with regard to a single 
piece, because the word is written as “mitzvat,” in the singular form. 


And Hiyya bar Rav says: The vocalization of the Torah is authorita- 
tive, meaning that one derives halakhot based on the pronunciation 
of the words, even if it diverges from the spelling. Therefore, since 
we read the word in the plural, as mitzvot, the obligation to bring a 
provisional guilt offering applies only when two pieces are present. 


Rav Huna raised an objection to Rav Asi, and some say it was 
Hiyya bar Rav who raised the objection to Rav Asi: The latter clause 
in the mishna states: If one has a piece of permitted fat and a piece 
of forbidden fat before him and he ate one of them. What, is it not 
correct to infer from the fact that the latter clause of the mishna is 
referring to two pieces that the first clause, which introduces the 
topic, is also referring to two pieces? 


Rav said to them: Do not go after the opposite," i.e., do not cite a 
proof from a source that could be understood in the reverse manner, 
as Rav Asi can answer you by claiming that whereas the latter clause 
is referring to two pieces, the first clause is referring to one piece. 
The Gemara questions this claim: If so, one can say that once the 
mishna has taught that the consumption of one piece of fat that 
might be forbidden renders him obligated to bring a provisional 
guilt offering, does it need to be said that the same applies in a case 
involving two pieces, where one of them is definitely forbidden? The 
Gemara answers that the mishna is employing the style: This, and 
it is unnecessary to say that, i.e., it first teaches the more difficult 
and novel case, then teaches the easier, more straightforward one. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Hiyya bar Rav, 
who says that from the fact that the latter clause of the mishna is 
referring to two pieces, the first clause is also is referring two pieces, 
why do I need two clauses to teach the same halakha? The Gemara 
answers that the mishna is explaining itself, as follows: If there 
is uncertainty whether one ate forbidden fat and uncertainty 
whether one did not eat forbidden fat, he must bring a provisional 
guilt offering. How so? For example, in a case where there was 
forbidden fat and permitted fat before him, and he ate one of them. 


The tradition of the manner in which the verses in the Torah 
are written is authoritative, etc. — 151 mia) Ox w»: The term 
tradition is used here in reference to the manner in which the text 
is written, known as the ketiv. Although many laymen knew the 
vocalized text, only scribes possessed the tradition that dictates 


NOTES 
Do not go after the opposite - K239% 03 xbpn xb: Rashi 
explains: Do not cite a proof from a source that could be under- 
stood in the opposite manner. Others suggest: Do not search 
after questions to refute the opinions of others (Rabbeinu Ger- 
shom Meor HaGola). 


when words are written in their plene and deficient forms (Yad 


Ramah on Sanhedrin 3b). 
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Q The Gemara cites a series of virtually identical statements attrib- 
uted to Rav, followed by different rationales for his opinion, after 
each of which it raises several objections from a baraita or a mishna. 
Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: In a case where one had two pieces 
of fat before him, one of permitted fat and one of forbidden fat, if 
he ate one of them and he does not know which of them he ate, 
he is obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering. But if there was 
only one piece before him and there was uncertainty whether it 
was of forbidden fat and uncertainty whether it was of permitted 
fat, and he ate it, he is exempt. 


Rava said: What is the reason for the opinion of Rav? He derives 
it from that which the verse states: “And if anyone sin, and do any 
of the commandments [mitzvot] of the Lord that are not to be 
done, though he does not know it; yet is he guilty, and shall bear 
his iniquity” (Leviticus 5:17). Rav derives from the plural mitzvot 
that one is not liable to bring a provisional guilt offering until he is 
unwitting with regard to one of two items, which in this case is two 
pieces of fat. The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written “mitzvat,’ in the 
singular form? The Gemara answers: We read it as mitzvot, in the 
plural. In other words, according to Rava, Rav maintains that the 
vocalization of the Torah is authoritative. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rava from a baraita. Rabbi Eliezer 
says: With regard to a koy,™ a kosher animal with characteristics of 
both a domesticated animal and a non-domesticated animal, one is 
obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering for eating its fat. The 
prohibition of forbidden fats applies only to those of a domesticated 
animal; the corresponding fats are permitted in the case of a non- 
domesticated animal. Since a koy is of uncertain status, one must 
bring a provisional guilt offering for eating its fat. Evidently, one is 
liable to bring a provisional guilt offering even in a case where there 
was uncertainty involving a single item. 


Rava said to Abaye: Rabbi Eliezer holds that the tradition of the 
manner in which the verses in the Torah are written is authoritative. 
Consequently, as the singular form “mitzvat” is written, he main- 
tains that a provisional guilt offering must be brought in a case of 
uncertainty involving a single item, such as the fat of a koy. 


The Gemara raised an objection to Rav from a baraita: If one con- 
summates levirate marriage with his yevama and seven months later 
she gives birth, there is uncertainty whether the child is nine 
months old, i.e., counting from conception, and is the offspring of 
the first husband," which would mean the levirate bond did not take 
effect, or whether the child is only seven months old and is the 
offspring of the latter® husband, i.e., the yavam, not the deceased, 
in which case the levirate bond did take effect. In such a situation, 
due to the possibility that she is forbidden to him as his brother’s 
wife, he must divorce her. But the offspring is of unflawed lineage, 
as whether it was born from the first or the second husband, its 
conception involved no transgression. 


Koy - 13: A koy is an animal born from crossbreeding a domesti- 
cated animal and a wild animal. Its fat is forbidden, but if one ate 
it he is exempt from the obligation to bring a provisional guilt 
offering. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis (Bikkurim 2:6), who disagree with Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:13 and Sefer Korbanot, 


Hilkhot Shegagot 8:2). 


There is uncertainty whether the child is nine months old and 
is the offspring of the first husband — piws t mywn ta pad: If 
one consummates a levirate marriage with his yevama and seven 


HALAKHA 


months later she gives birth, there is an uncertainty whether the 
child was born after nine months, counting from conception, and 
is the offspring of the first husband, or if it was born after only 
seven months and is the offspring of the yavam. Therefore, the 
yavam must separate from her and give her a bill of divorce. The 
lineage of the child is certainly unflawed, but with regard to any 
future child he has with her, that child's status as a mamzer is 
uncertain. He is exempt from the obligation to bring a provisional 
guilt offering, as the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 
1:23; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 164:6). 


BACKGROUND 

Koy — 43: Identifying the koy is a difficult task. 
Although it is mentioned many times in the Mishna 
and in talmudic literature, the koy is not a common 
animal. It is frequently discussed because its inter- 
mediate status between an undomesticated and a 
domesticated animal allows it to serve as a test case 
for many halakhot. The disagreement with regard 
to the identification of the koy already began in the 
period of the Mishna, as some Sages claim it is the 
offspring of a deer or a similar animal and a goat. Oth- 
ers contend it is a unique type of animal, an ayal habar. 
The ayal habar is possibly identified with the ovis musi- 
mon, the mouflon, which according to many is the 
forerunner of domesticated sheep. It is distinguished 
by its short hair and grey color, and it lives in moun- 
tainous regions, as it is a nimble climber. Nowadays, 
it is found mainly in uninhabited areas of Europe. It 
is likely that the similarity of the wild mouflon to the 
domesticated sheep led to confusion with regard to 
its classification. Another prominent group of authori- 
ties identifies the koy as the water buffalo, an Asian 
animal that had already been introduced into Eretz 
Yisrael in antiquity. The source of the term koy, and 
even the pronunciation of this name, are themselves 
the subject of dispute. 


Mouflon 


Water buffalo 


Uncertainty whether he is nine months old and of 
the first or...seven months old and of the latter - 
jis ayaw ya ix pened mywn ya pap: The Sages 
require a three-month waiting period after the death 
of a woman's first husband before she may marry. This 
waiting period is necessary in order to determine the 
identity of the father in the event she gives birth early 
in her second marriage. Two considerations determine 
the waiting period. The first is derived from a verse 
(see Genesis 38:24) which indicates that a woman's 
pregnancy is noticeable after approximately three 
months. The second is based on the ambiguity that 
arises if she marries before three months have elapsed 
and a child is born seven months later. Such a child 
might have been born after seven months and is from 
her second husband, or born after nine months and is 
from her first husband. 
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LANGUAGE 


Immediately [otyom] - Dix: From the Greek 
edB£og, eutheos, meaning straight, direct, immediately 
[oytiyos]. 


NOTES 


In a case involving two pieces it is possible to identify 
its prohibition - inox nab Wor nian MW: Rashi 
explains that one is exempt from the obligation to bring 
a provisional guilt offering when the prohibition can- 
not be identified because the purpose of a provisional 
guilt offering is to safeguard one from punishment for 
his sin until he is able to clarify his transgression with 
certainty, at which point he brings a sin offering and 
achieves full atonement. Therefore, in a case where the 
uncertainty applies to a single piece that no longer 
exists, he will never be obligated to bring a sin offering, 
and consequently a provisional guilt offering would not 
serve its purpose. Others contend a provisional guilt 
offering is brought specifically to atone when one fails 
o capitalize on an opportunity to clarify whether he 
had transgressed (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
The opposite explanation is cited in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, where it states that Rabbi Yosei maintains one 
is required to bring a provisional guilt offering for a 
ransgression only when it is impossible to clarify his 
ransgression. If one is able to clarify the transgression, 
he is exempt (see Or Sameah, Hilkhot Shegagot 8:4). 


An olive-bulk and one-half - ngm ma: Rashi 
explains that an amount which is less than an olive- 
bulk is considered non-existent. Others suggest that the 
Gemara is referring to one piece that is the size of one 
and one-half olive-bulks. When one eats an olive-bulk 
of the piece, it is still possible to identify the piece by 
means of the remaining half olive-bulk. Consequently, 
according to Rabbi Zeira he should be obligated to 
bring a provisional guilt offering. By contrast, as there 
is only one piece, Rava would exempt him from the 
obligation, since he maintains that two items are neces- 
sary to fulfill the requirement of the verse (Rashash). 
There is a variant reading of the text which states the 
opposite: According to Rava, this is a case of uncertainty 
with regard to two items, as indicated by the word mitz- 
vot, whereas according to Rabbi Zeira it is impossible to 
identify its prohibition. The commentaries explain that 
according to this version, even the half olive-bulk piece 
is deemed a full-fledged item, in which case accord- 
ing to Rava there are two items that fulfill the verse’s 
requirement expressed by the word mitzvot. By contrast, 
Rabbi Zeira maintains that one is exempt because any 
piece smaller than an olive-bulk is not big enough for 
a determination to be made as to whether it is permit- 
ted or forbidden fat (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
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The baraita concludes: And to atone for the possibility that they 
engaged in forbidden intercourse they are each obligated to bring 
a provisional guilt offering. This indicates that one is obligated 
to bring a provisional guilt offering even when the uncertainty 
involves a single item. The Gemara answers: In accordance with 
whose opinion is this baraita? It is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer, who, as stated above, maintains that one is obli- 
gated to bring a provisional guilt offering for uncertainty involving 
a single item. 


The Gemara raised another objection to Rav from a mishna (Nidda 
14a): Itis the custom of Jewish women to engage in intercourse with 
their husbands with two cloths, one for her husband to wipe himself 
with to see if any of her blood is on him after intercourse, and one 
for her to check herself to ascertain after intercourse whether her 
menstrual flow has begun. If after intercourse blood was found on 
his cloth," the woman and her husband are both ritually impure 
for seven days, in accordance with the halakha of a menstruating 
woman and a man who engages in intercourse with her, and they 
are each liable to bring a sin offering for unwittingly performing an 
action punishable by karet. 


The mishna continues: If blood was found on her cloth immedi- 
ately [otyom]" after intercourse, the woman and her husband are 

likewise ritually impure for seven days and are each liable to bring 

a sin offering. If blood was found on her cloth after time passed, 
they are both impure due to uncertainty, as it is possible the blood 

appeared only after intercourse, and they are exempt from bringing 

the sin offering. And it is taught with regard to this last case in the 

mishna: They are each nevertheless liable to bring a provisional 

guilt offering. The Gemara again answers: In accordance with 

whose opinion is this mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion 

of Rabbi Eliezer. 


§ Rabbi Hiyya says that Rav says: In a case where one had two 
pieces of fat before him, one of permitted fat and one of forbidden 
fat, and he ate one of them and he does not know which of them 
he ate, he is obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering. But if 
there was only one piece before him and there was uncertainty 
whether it was of permitted fat and uncertainty whether it was of 
forbidden fat, and he ate it, he is exempt. 


Rabbi Zeira said: What is the reason for the ruling of Rav? He 
holds one is liable to bring a provisional guilt offering only in a case 
involving two pieces, as it is possible to identify its prohibition." 
As, an expert might later examine the remaining piece and deter- 
mine whether or not one ate the prohibited piece. By contrast, in a 
case of uncertainty involving only one piece, it is impossible to 
identify its prohibition and ascertain whether one ate a forbidden 
or permitted piece of fat. 


The Gemara asks: What difference is there between the reason 
given earlier by Rava for Rav’s ruling and the reason stated here by 
Rabbi Zeira? The Gemara answers: The difference between them 
is a case where there were two pieces before a person, one measur- 
ing an olive-bulk and the other measuring one-half" of an olive- 
bulk. Since according to halakha a measure of less than an olive-bulk 
is of no relevance in such a case, it is considered as though only one 
piece is present before him. 


If blood was found on his cloth - bw by KYA): Ifa man engages 
in intercourse with his wife near the expected time of her men- 
struation, thinking that he will be able to complete the act of 
intercourse before she sees blood, and blood was later found 
on his cloth, they are both ritually impure and are each liable to 
bring a sin offering. In a case where blood was found on her cloth, 
if she cleansed herself immediately after intercourse, they are 


HALAKHA 
long enough to descend from the bed and rinse her pubic area, 
then even if blood was found on her cloth, her husband is ritually 
pure. But if she waited just long enough to place her hand under 
the pillow or blanket to pick up the cloth for the examination, 
it is uncertain whether they are impure and are each liable to 
bring a provisional guilt offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 5:6). 


ritually impure and must each bring a sin offering. If she waited 
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The Gemara elaborates: According to Rava, who contends that Rav 
maintains that the plural vocalization of the Torah is authoritative, 
this is not a case of uncertainty involving two items, as required by 
the plural form mitzvot, and therefore he is exempt. By contrast, 
according to Rabbi Zeira, this is a case where it is possible to 
identify its prohibition by examining the remaining piece, and he 
is therefore obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raised an objection to Rabbi Zeira from a baraita. 
Rabbi Eliezer says: With regard to a koy, one is obligated to bring 
a provisional guilt offering for eating its fat. Evidently, one must 
bring a provisional guilt offering even in a case where the uncertainty 
involves only a single item. Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Yirmeya: 
Rabbi Eliezer holds we do not require a case where it is possible 
to identify its prohibition in order for one to be obligated to bring 
a provisional guilt offering. 


The Gemara raised an objection to Rabbi Zeira from a baraita: If 
one consummates a levirate marriage with his yevama and seven 
months later she gives birth, there is uncertainty whether the child 
is nine months old and is the offspring of the first husband, or 
whether the child is only seven months old and is the offspring of 
the latter husband, i.e., the yavam. In such a case he must divorce 
her, but the offspring is of unflawed lineage. And to atone for the 
possibility that they engaged in forbidden intercourse, they are 
each obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering. The Gemara 
answers: In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


The Gemara raised another objection to Rabbi Zeira from a mishna 
(Nidda 14a): If blood was found on her cloth immediately after 
intercourse, the woman and her husband are impure for seven days 
and are each liable to bring a sin offering. If blood was found on 
her cloth after time passed, they are both impure due to uncer- 
tainty and they are exempt from bringing the sin offering. And it 
is taught with regard to this last case that they are each liable to 
bring a provisional guilt offering. The Gemara again answers: In 
accordance with whose opinion is this mishna? It is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


§ Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says that Rav says: In a 
case where one had two pieces of fat before him, one of permitted 
fat and one of forbidden fat, and he ate one of them and he does 
not know which of them he ate, he is obligated to bring a provi- 
sional guilt offering. But if there was only one piece before him and 
it was uncertain if it is of forbidden fat and uncertain if it is of 
permitted fat, and he ate it, he is exempt. 
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HALAKHA 


In the case of two pieces the prohibition was 
established — KYB% yap Ninn Mw: One is liable 
to bring a provisional guilt offering for a possible 
transgression only if the possibility of prohibition was 
clearly established. For example, if there were two 
pieces of fat in front of him, one permitted and the 
other forbidden, and he is uncertain which one he 
ate, he is liable to bring a provisional guilt offering, as 
there was definitely a piece of forbidden fat involved. 
Likewise, if his wife and his sister were with him in 
the same house and he engaged in intercourse with 
one of them but is uncertain which one, he is liable 
to bring a provisional guilt offering in case he trans- 
gressed with his sister. 

Similarly, if one performed a prohibited labor and 
is unsure if it was on Shabbat or a weekday, he is 
liable. But if there was no established prohibition 
he is exempt. Therefore, if there was only one piece 
of uncertain fat, or the fat of a koy, whose status is 
uncertain, and he ate it, in both cases he is exempt 
from bringing a provisional guilt offering. Likewise, if 
one engages in intercourse with his wife and there 
is uncertainty whether she had the halakhic status 
of a menstruating woman, they are both exempt 
from bringing an offering. Similarly, if a woman found 
blood on her cloth sometime after intercourse, they 
are exempt. Another example is the case of one who 
consummates a levirate marriage with his yevama 
and seven months later she gives birth. Here there is 
uncertainty whether the child is the offspring of the 
first husband, which would mean that the levirate 
bond did not take effect, or whether the child was 
born after only seven months and is the offspring 
of the second husband. In such a situation they are 
exempt from bringing an offering. All these rulings 
are in accordance with the ruling of Rav and the 
explanation given by Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 8:4 and Lehem Mishne 
there). 


A gentile came and ate the first piece — — bar saxa 
Taw Mx: In a case where there were two pieces 
of fat, one permitted and one forbidden, anda gentile 
ate one of them and then a Jew came and ate the 
second piece, he is obligated to bring a provisional 
guilt offering, as the prohibition was established at 
the outset. This halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hil- 
khot Shegagot 8:4 and Lehem Mishne there). 
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Rav Nahman said: What is the reason for the opinion of Rav? He 

holds that one is liable in the case of two pieces because the pro- 
hibition was established," i.e., there was definitely a prohibited 

piece before him, and nevertheless he proceeded to eat one of them. 
By contrast, he is exempt in the case of one uncertain piece, as the 

prohibition was not established. 


The Gemara asks: What difference is there between the reasoning 
for Rav’s opinion given by Rav Nahman, that one is liable in the 
case of two pieces because the prohibition was established, and 
the reasoning given by Rabbi Zeira, that if there is one piece it is 
impossible to identify its prohibition? 


The Gemara answers: The difference between them is in a case 

where someone had two pieces of fat before him, one of forbidden 

fat and one of permitted fat. And a gentile came and ate the first 

piece," and then a Jew came and ate the second piece." According 

to Rava he is exempt, because at the time when the Jew ate the 

uncertain piece there was only one piece present, which does not 

fulfill the requirement of two items, as derived from the word mitz- 
vot in the verse. According to Rabbi Zeira he is exempt because it 

is impossible to identify its prohibition, as both pieces are gone. 
But according to Rav Nahman he is liable to bring a provisional 

guilt offering, as the presence of a prohibition was established, i.e., 
there was definitely a forbidden piece there at one point. 


Rava raised an objection to Rav Nahman from a baraita. Rabbi 
Eliezer says: With regard to a koy, one is obligated to bring a 
provisional guilt offering for eating its fat. Rav Nahman answered: 
Rabbi Eliezer does not require the prohibition to be established 
in order for one to be obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering. 


Rava raised another objection to Rav Nahman from a baraita: If 
one consummates a levirate marriage with his yevama and seven 
months later she gives birth, there is uncertainty whether the child 
is nine months old and is the offspring of the first husband, or 
whether the child is only seven months old and is the offspring 
of the latter husband, and therefore he must divorce her; but 
the offspring is of unflawed lineage. And they are each obligated 
to bring a provisional guilt offering. Once again, the Gemara 
responds: In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


NOTES 


In the case of two pieces the prohibition was established — nw 
KPD YAP Nin: How would Rav Nahman explain the pres- 
ence of an established prohibition in the case of the mishna, where 
one performed labor prohibited on Shabbat but he does not know 
if it was on Shabbat or weekday? Some commentaries explain that 
this must be referring to a situation where he performed labor 
during twilight at the conclusion of Shabbat. In that case, the 
prohibited labor had been established on Shabbat. But if the labor 
was performed at twilight at the onset of Shabbat, it had not yet 
been established as prohibited, and therefore he is exempt from 
bringing a provisional guilt offering (Josafot on 17b). 

The Rambam apparently disagrees with this explanation, as 
does the Josefta (2:16). The reason is that the definition of an 
established prohibition is not that there once was a definite status 
of prohibition that is presumed to remain intact, as indicated by 
Tosafot. Rather, it means that within the given case of uncertainty, a 
definite prohibition lies behind one of the possibilities. For example, 
in the case of labor performed at an uncertain time, there is the 


definite possibility of prohibited labor being performed on Shabbat, 
which is one of the two possibilities. This is so whether the labor 
was performed at twilight upon the conclusion of Shabbat or at 
twilight at the onset of Shabbat (Arukh LaNer on 17b). 


Anda gentile came and ate the first piece and then a Jew came 
and ate the second piece - byte» xan naive ya my boxy ia K 
MIT nS box: Apparently, the difference between the three 
opinions in the Gemara is the point in time when they require 
the presence of two pieces of uncertain status: According to Rava, 
there must be two pieces there when one ate the piece, at the 
stage of the possible transgression. Rabbi Zeira maintains that it 
must be possible to identify the prohibition immediately after he 
ate it. According to Rav Nahman, even if there were two pieces 
whose status was uncertain before the possible transgression, that 
is sufficient to render one obligated to bring a provisional guilt 
offering, as there was an established prohibition at some point. 
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Rava raised a final objection to Rav Nahman from a mishna: If 
blood was found on his cloth, the woman and her husband are both 
ritually impure for seven days and they are each liable to bring a 
sin offering. If blood was found on her cloth immediately after 
intercourse, they are impure for seven days and are each liable to 
bring a sin offering. If it was found on her cloth after time passed, 
they are both impure due to uncertainty and they are exempt from 
bringing the sin offering. And it is taught with regard to this last 
case that they each is liable to bring a provisional guilt offering. 


When presented with this last objection, Rav Nahman was silent 
and did not reply. After Rava left he said: What is the reason I did 
not say to him, i.e., I should have said to him, that in accordance 
with whose opinion is this mishna? It is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir, who does not require the prohibition to 
be established in order for one to be obligated to bring a provisional 
guilt offering. 


As it is taught in a baraita: If one slaughters an animal designated 
as a provisional guilt offering outside the Temple," Rabbi Meir 
deems him obligated" to bring a provisional guilt offering and the 
Rabbis deem him exempt. Rabbi Meir deems him obligated to 
bring a provisional guilt offering despite the fact that it is possible 
the owner of the first provisional guilt offering never violated any 
transgression and therefore was never obligated to bring his provi- 
sional guilt offering. This demonstrates that according to Rabbi Meir 
it is not necessary for the prohibition to be established for one to be 
obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering. 


The Gemara asks: But why did Rav Nahman say that he could have 
responded to Rava’s contradiction by claiming the mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir? Let him say to him 
that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
as was the response to the previous objections. The Gemara explains 
that this is what Rav Nahman is teaching us: That the reason for 
the ruling of Rabbi Meir is that he holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who says an established prohibition is 
not required for one to be obligated in a provisional guilt offering. 


§ Rabba bar Avuh says that Rav says: If there was a piece of fat 
before someone and it was uncertain if it is of forbidden fat and 
uncertain if it is of permitted fat, and he ate it, we have arrived at 
the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis. In a mishna on 
25a, Rabbi Eliezer states that one may bring a voluntary provisional 
guilt offering whenever he pleases. The Rabbis disagree and main- 
tain that a provisional guilt offering may be brought only in a case 
of actual uncertainty whether one performed a sin for which he 
would be liable to bring a sin offering. 


The Gemara asks: Why did Rav specifically choose a case where 
one ate the item of uncertain status in order to exemplify the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Eliezer? Even if he had not eaten anything, Rabbi 
Eliezer would also permit him to bring a provisional guilt offering, 
as we learned in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer says: A person may 
volunteer to bring a provisional guilt offering every day. 


Rav Ashi said: Rav mentioned a case involving the consumption of 
an item whose status is uncertain in order to teach the ruling of 
Rabbi Eliezer in accordance with the opinion of Bava ben Buta, 
as we learned in the mishna: They said about Bava ben Buta that he 
would volunteer to bring a provisional guilt offering every day except 
for the day after Yom Kippur, as Yom Kippur atones for all uncertain 
sins. He said: If they would have allowed me to do so I would have 
brought a provisional guilt offering even on that day. But they say 
to him: Wait until you enter into a situation of potential uncer- 
tainty. For this reason Rav presents a scenario where an item whose 
status is uncertain was consumed, in order to allow for the potential 
uncertainty that would justify bringing a provisional guilt offering. 


HALAKHA 


If one slaughters an animal designated as a provi- 
sional guilt offering outside the Temple - ymin 
yina nbn owy: The Rambam rules in accordance with 
the opinion Of the Rabbis that one who slaughters 
an animal designated as a provisional guilt offering 
outside the Temple is exempt from bringing an offering, 
as the presence of a prohibition was not established. 
Some explain that this means he is exempt from 
bringing a sin offering (Radbaz), while others say he 
is exempt from bringing a provisional guilt offering 
(Arukh LaNer). The Ra'avad rules that he is obligated 
to bring a sin offering, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 18:10). 


NOTES 


If one slaughters a provisional guilt offering outside 
the Temple Rabbi Meir deems him obligated - omin 
and YA 931 YIN] nbn DUK: Some commentaries 
explain that according to Rabbi Meir he is obligated 
to bring a sin offering. Rabbi Akiva Eiger questions this 
interpretation, because if so, how does this halakha 
prove that one is obligated to bring a provisional guilt 
offering even in a case where the prohibition was not 
established? Indeed, Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola 
and most early commentaries explain that Rabbi Meir 
deems him obligated to bring a provisional guilt offer- 
ing, since if it is established that its owner did not in fact 
sin, then even after the offering has been slaughtered 
it is considered as though he brought a non-sacred 
animal into the Temple (see 23b). 
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HALAKHA 


One had before him two pieces of fat, etc. - "a vI 
"31 nian mw: If one had two pieces of fat before him, 
one forbidden and the other permitted, and he ate one 
and a gentile ate the other, he is obligated to bring a 
provisional guilt offering. This is the halakha whether 
he ate the first piece and the gentile ate the second 
piece, or vice versa, as the presence of a forbidden item 
was established. In addition, even if one ate both pieces, 
one of them unwittingly and the other intentionally, he 
is obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering. But if 
he ate both of them intentionally he is exempt from 
bringing an offering. If he ate both unwittingly, he must 
bring a sin offering. If he ate the first one unwittingly and 
another Jew ate the second one unwittingly, they are 
both liable to bring a provisional guilt offering (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 8:4). 
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§ The Sages taught in a baraita: In a case where one had before 
him two pieces of fat," one of permitted fat and one of forbidden 
fat, if a Jew came and ate the first piece and then a gentile came 
and ate the second, the Jew is liable to bring a provisional guilt 
offering. And the same applies if a dog ate the second piece and the 
same is true if a raven ate it. But if a gentile came and ate the first 
piece and then a Jew came and ate the second piece, the Jew is 
exempt, because at the time that he ate the uncertain piece there 
was only one item of uncertainty. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems 
him obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering, as he does not 
maintain that two items are required for one to be obligated to bring 
a provisional guilt offering. 


The baraita continues: If the Jew ate the first piece unwittingly and 
the second intentionally, he is liable to bring a provisional guilt 
offering for the first piece. But ifhe ate the first piece intentionally 
and the second piece unwittingly, he is exempt, because at the time 
that he ate the second piece, only one piece was present. Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi deems him obligated to bring an offering. If he ate 
both of them intentionally, he is exempt from bringing anything. 


The baraita concludes: If two Jews each ate one of two items, each 
of them unwittingly, each of them is liable to bring a provisional 
guilt offering, albeit for different reasons. The first is liable to bring 
a provisional guilt offering in case he ate the forbidden piece. By 
contrast, the second one is not strictly obligated by law, as he unwit- 
tingly ate the uncertain piece when there was no other piece present. 
Rather, the reason he is obligated is that if you say he is exempt, 
you have in effect established that the first individual is obligated 
to bring a sin offering. One might think that the second individual 
is exempt because he definitely ate the permitted piece, which would 
mean the first one ate the forbidden piece and he must therefore 
bring a sin offering. 


The Gemara asks: And in accordance with whose opinion is this 
ruling? If it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, why does the baraita say the second individual is obligated 
to bring a provisional guilt offering merely as a precaution and not 
by law? It is certainly by law that the second is obligated to bring a 
provisional guilt offering, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi maintains that 
one is obligated even for an uncertainty involving a single item. If it 
is in accordance with the Rabbis, can it be correct that merely in 
order to prevent a misunderstanding and ensure that we do not 
establish the first one as obligated to bring a sin offering, that we 
would say to the second individual: Bring and slaughter a non- 
sacred animal in the Temple courtyard? After all, he is not obli- 
gated to bring a provisional guilt offering. Rav Ashi said in response: 


It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who says a 
person may volunteer to bring a provisional guilt offering every 
day. Therefore, we say to the second person: Volunteer and bring 
a provisional guilt offering, to prevent the first individual from 
bringing an unwarranted sin offering. And he should stipulate: If 
the first person ate the piece of permitted fat, that means that he 
himself ate the forbidden fat and consequently the offering should 
be an atonement for his own transgression. And if not, i.e., if the 
first person ate the forbidden fat and he himself committed no 
transgression, let it be a gift offering. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: A person unwittingly ate a piece of 
fat about which it was uncertain whether it was forbidden fat or 
permitted fat, and he was subsequently informed" of its question- 
able status. He then unwittingly ate another piece of fat about which 
it was uncertain whether it was forbidden fat or permitted fat, and 
he was again informed of its questionable status. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: I say that just as he would be liable to bring a sin 
offering for each and every one if he was later informed that they 
were all pieces of forbidden fat, so too, in these cases of uncertainty 
he must bring a provisional guilt offering for each and every one. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda; Rabbi Elazar; and Rabbi 
Shimon all say: He is obligated to bring only one provisional guilt 
offering, as it is stated: “And the priest shall make atonement for 
him concerning the unwitting error which he committed unwit- 
tingly and he shall be forgiven” (Leviticus 5:18). It is derived from 
the verse’s double mention of his unwitting status, for which he is 
liable to bring one offering, that a person is obligated to bring only 
one offering even for many unwitting sins, despite the fact that 
he was informed of the uncertainty in between each instance of 
consumption. 


With regard to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s statement in the baraita, 
Rabbi Zeira says: Here Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi taught a principle 
with regard to the obligation to bring sin offerings for several unwit- 
ting transgressions: Knowledge of the questionable status of an 
uncertain case prior to each subsequent transgression divides them 
into obligations to bring multiple sin offerings when one later 
learns that he definitely committed unwitting transgressions. In the 
case of the baraita, as he was informed prior to each instance of 
consumption of the uncertain status of the fat he ate before his 
subsequent consumption of uncertain fat, he is obligated to bring 
a sin offering for each instance of consumption ifhe later discovers 
he actually sinned. 


Rava says: Knowledge of uncertainty prior to each possible trans- 
gression does not divide them into obligations to bring multiple 
sin offerings." Rather, this is what Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is teach- 
ing in the baraita: Just as if he had had definite knowledge prior 
to each instance of consumption that the piece he ate was prohib- 
ited before eating each subsequent piece he would have been liable 
to bring a sin offering for each and every one, so too, if he had 
knowledge of the uncertain status of the piece he ate before eating 
each subsequent piece, he is obligated to bring a provisional guilt 
offering for each and every one. According to Rava, uncertain 
knowledge does not divide the unwitting transgressions to the 
extent that one is obligated to bring multiple sin offerings. Only 
definite knowledge renders one liable to bring multiple sin offerings. 


Abaye said to Rava: And you? Do you not hold that knowledge 
of uncertainty prior to committing each transgression divides 
them with regard to the obligation to bring sin offerings for each 
one? As, if it enters your mind to say that knowledge of uncer- 
tainty prior to committing each transgression does not divide them 
with regard to multiple sin offerings, and therefore one brings 
only one sin offering, why does Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi rule that 
he brings a provisional guilt offering for each and every one, 
when he had knowledge of uncertainty prior to each instance of 
consumption? 


After all, isn’t it taught in a baraita: The principle with regard to 
the matter is as follows: In any case where separate transgressions 
are divided for the purpose of determining liability to bring mul- 
tiple sin offerings, they are also considered divided for the purpose 
of determining liability to bring multiple provisional guilt offerings 
in cases of uncertainty. If one does not bring several sin offerings in 
a case of definite transgression, he is not obligated to bring several 
provisional guilt offerings in a case of uncertainty either. 


HALAKHA 


Uncertain whether it was forbidden fat and he was 
subsequently informed — b yin abn pad: A person 
had two pieces of fat before him, one of forbidden fat 
and the other of permitted fat. He ate one and was 
uncertain whether it was the forbidden or permitted 
piece. He subsequently had another two pieces before 
him, one forbidden and one permitted, and he again 
ate one and was again uncertain. In such a case, he is 
obligated to bring two provisional guilt offerings, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
Although several of his contemporaries disagree with 
him, nevertheless the halakha follows the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as the amora’im engaged in 
discussions to clarify his statement (Rambam Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Shegagot 8:7 and Kesef Mishne there). 


Knowledge of uncertainty does not divide into sin 
offerings — nixed nipbma pap niy pre: A person 
had two pieces of fat before him, one of forbidden 
at and the other of permitted fat. He ate one but was 
uncertain whether it was the forbidden or the permitted 
piece. He subsequently had another two pieces before 
him, one forbidden and one permitted, and he again ate 
one and was uncertain which piece he ate. If he is later 
informed that the pieces he consumed were forbidden 
at, he is obligated to bring only one sin offering. The 
reason is that although uncertain knowledge divides 
possible transgressions into obligations to bring mul- 
iple provisional guilt offerings, it does not divide them 
with regard to multiple sin offerings. This ruling is in 
accordance with Rava's explanation of the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as well as the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan in the Gemara later (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 6:12 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rava bar Hanan - py 13 x37: Rava bar Rav Hanan 
was a fourth-generation Babylonian amora, a con- 
temporary of Abaye and Rava, i.e., Rava bar Rav Yosef 
bar Hama. He is mentioned throughout the Gemara 
as a disciple of Rabba, who, along with Abaye, stud- 
ied under Rabba in Pumbedita, Rava bar Rav Hanan’s 
hometown. Rava bar Rav Hanan and Abaye were 
considered faithful students of Rabba, as their teacher 
assumed they would properly eulogize him upon his 
death. Rava bar Rav Hanan is often mentioned in the 
Gemara as debating with Abaye, posing difficulties 
to his opinions, or raising halakhic inquiries to him. 
Apparently Rav Yosef, the second primary teacher of 
Abaye, was a neighbor of Rava bar Rav Hanan’, as it is 
related that Rava bar Rav Hanan refused to accept Rav 
Yosef’s opinion in a neighborly dispute. 


HALAKHA 


Yom Kippur atones for sins whether one became 
aware of them before Yom Kippur or did not 
become aware of them - pin x) ytin: The scape- 
goat brought on Yom Kippur atones for all transgres- 
sions, both severe and lenient, and all intentional and 
unwitting sins, whether or not one was aware of them 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 1:2). 


One who encountered uncertainty concerning 
whether he performed a sin on Yom Kippur - ‘77 
DnaT ova MAY Pad i Nav: Anyone who was 
obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering before 
Yom Kippur is exempt after Yom Kippur. This is derived 
from the verse: “For on this day shall atonement be 
made for you, to cleanse you; shall you be clean from 
all your sins before the Lord” (Leviticus 16:30). Uncer- 
tain sins are considered to exist only “before the Lord,’ 
as He alone knows if a sin was actually committed. 
Therefore, anyone who is uncertain whether he com- 
mitted a sin on Yom Kippur itself is exempt, even if the 
sin was committed close to nightfall, as the entire day 
provides atonement (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 3:9). 


LANGUAGE 
Fool [terada] - X17: In the Arukh, the word listed is 
tarara, from reir, drool, which comes dripping out of a 
fool's mouth. Another explanation is that it refers to 
one who is lazy. 
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Rava bar Hanan’ said to Abaye: And according to you, that you 
said knowledge of uncertainty prior to each transgression divides 
them into obligations to bring separate sin offerings, if that is so, 
what would you say about the following case: Someone ate an 
olive-bulk of forbidden fat before Yom Kippur’ and another 
olive-bulk of forbidden fat after Yom Kippur. Since Yom Kippur 
itself stands in place of a provisional guilt offering, i.e., it atones 
for any prior uncertain transgression, if he later learned that both 
pieces were in fact forbidden fat, would you say that so too, Yom 
Kippur divides the two actions and that he is obligated to bring 
two sin offerings? 


But this cannot be correct, as he ate both of them in a single lapse 
of awareness and there was no knowledge of sin to divide them. 
Rather, it stands to reason that like Yom Kippur, knowledge of 
uncertainty does not divide transgressions into multiple sin offer- 
ing obligations. Abaye said to Rava bar Hanan: That case in which 
Yom Kippur occurred in between transgressions is not comparable 
to having knowledge of uncertainty between each transgression. 
Who shall say to us that Yom Kippur atones for sins that were 
unknown to him? Perhaps it atones only for sins that were known 
to him. Rava said to him in reply: We learned this explicitly in a 
mishna (Shevuot 2b): Yom Kippur atones for sins whether one 
became aware of them before Yom Kippur or did not become 
aware of them.” 


The Gemara cites another version of the difficulty raised against 
Abaye’s opinion: Some say that Rava bar Hanan said to Abaye: 
Since Yom Kippur serves to divide the two acts of consumption 
into two obligations, similar to knowledge of the questionable 
status of fat according to Abaye, what is the halakha in the following 
case: If one ate an olive-bulk of forbidden fat on the morning of 
Yom Kippur and an olive-bulk of forbidden fat in the afternoon 
of Yom Kippur, so too would he be obligated to bring two sin 
offerings? This cannot be correct, as both olive-bulks were 
consumed in a single lapse of awareness. 


Abaye said to Rava bar Hanan: Who shall say to us that Yom Kip- 
pur provides atonement at every hour of the day? Perhaps the 

entire day as a single unit serves to provide atonement only when 

it begins, in the evening? Rabba bar bar Hana said to him: Fool 

[terada]!"" It is taught in a mishna (25a): With regard to one who 

encountered uncertainty concerning whether he performed a sin 

on Yom Kippur," even if it was at nightfall at the end of the day, he 

is exempt, as the entire day atones for uncertain sins. 


NOTES 


Ate an olive-bulk of forbidden fat before Yom Kippur, etc. -53% 
^ Dna Di 23 abn mt: Some commentaries explain that 
when he asks this question, Rava bar Hanan is attempting to prove 
that the principle that Abaye cites as proof, that whenever trans- 
gressions are divided for provisional guilt offerings they are also 
divided for sin offerings, is not without exception (Tosafot). This is 
evident from the fact that one essentially brings two provisional 
guilt offerings in a case where he would not have been obligated 
to bring two sin offerings had the transgression been certain. 
For example, if he ate an olive-bulk of uncertain forbidden fat 
prior to Yom Kippur, the passage of Yom Kippur is tantamount to 
bringing one provisional guilt offering because Yom Kippur atones 
for uncertain transgressions. If he subsequently eats another olive- 
bulk of uncertain forbidden fat after Yom Kippur he is obligated 
to bring another provisional guilt offering. Were the transgressions 
definite he would never bring more than one sin offering, as they 
were both committed in one lapse of awareness, with no knowl- 
edge in between to divide them. 

Others contend that this question is an attempt to funda- 
mentally undermine Abaye's opinion. Since it is unreasonable 


to maintain that uncertain knowledge will divide transgressions 
for sin offerings, which require definite knowledge before one is 
obligated, Abaye’s opinion is based solely on the principle that 
whenever transgressions are divided for provisional guilt offerings 
they are also divided for sin offerings. By citing the case of Yom 
Kippur Rava bar Hanan demonstrates that the principle does not 
always apply, thereby challenging the basis for Abaye'’s opinion 
(Rosh; Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Fool [terada] - 11M: There are several versions of the word terada, 
as well as various interpretations of it. Rashi on Bava Metzia 20b 
understands it to mean one who is crazy. In Zevahim (25b) he inter- 
prets it to mean a confused fool. In Bava Kamma (105b) the word 
is rendered tedura. There Rashi explains that it means one who is 
lacking in wisdom. Here the term means either a fool or, according 
to some, one who is lazy. It can also mean a rash and unthink- 
ing individual. Some geonim read the word as terara, meaning 
a slobbering fool. It can appear on occasions where a question 
demonstrates the speaker's unawareness of an explicit mishna that 
contradicts the basis for his question (Rabbeinu Hananel; Arukh). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


TDW box PIX 1a “px 31 IN 
nen Kby ivg- FIM owna 
In mene Tox Pa xp ame 
yay oa maw mI on Wo 
Dipna ONS Di7 a 33) a 
XOX IT DX PIMP PNP nbn DUN 

SOX oxen 


NPI pap NPT yaw NPD N) 
HARIK rh - ricer 
pn- 87 yah - XV} D1 WON 9D 

OT 


AND ANY AON I NDPT NT) 
- YOIN KI WS - DTD Ix YY 
an 


DPA pis YIN MT N2120 
YAIM Pas MK WIN 937, WIT NY 
ND TTD UN WIT NY DWA 
- KWI P31 - NDD PDN PITI 

px 


smd Sore pie Dare te DTN 
Di box a3? MM OA MIT 


ie. pn ow oes m a Poa 
amt DY M Poy 


Rav Idi bar Avin raises another objection to Abaye’s opinion from 
a mishna (Yoma 81a): If one ate and drank unwittingly on Yom 
Kippur in one lapse of awareness," e.g., he forgot it was Yom Kippur, 
he is liable to bring only one sin offering. But according to Abaye 
he should be liable to bring two sin offerings, as between the eating 
and the drinking it is impossible that there was no interval of even 
a minimal amount of time during the day. That interval of time 
would allow him to gain knowledge of the possible transgression, 
and therefore it should serve to atone for him, as Yom Kippur 
stands in place ofa provisional guilt offering. And yet it is taught 
in the mishna: He is liable to bring only one sin offering. 


Rav Idi bar Avin concludes his objection: And ifit enters your mind 
that knowledge of uncertainty prior to each possible transgression 
divides them into obligations to bring separate sin offerings for 
each one, this lapse of time on Yom Kippur should serve to divide 
his two transgressions and therefore he should be liable to bring 
two sin offerings. The Sages say in response: When Rabbi Zeira 
said that knowledge of uncertainty prior to each unwitting trans- 
gression divides them into obligations to bring separate sin offerings, 
he was clarifying the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. By contrast, 
this mishna, which indicates that the passage of time on Yom Kippur 
does not divide transgressions into obligations for separate sin 
offerings, is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. 


The Gemara objects: But from the fact that the latter clause of that 

mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
it follows that the first clause is also in accordance with his opinion. 
This is significant, as that same mishna later teaches (Yoma 81a): If 
on Yom Kippur one drank the salty liquid in which fish are pickled, 
or fish brine [morayes],"' he is exempt. One can infer: But if he 

drank vinegar he is liable. 


And who is the tanna of the mishna? It is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as 
it is taught in a baraita: Vinegar does not revive the spirit, i.e., it 
does not have the status of a beverage, and therefore one who drinks 
it on Yom Kippur is exempt. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: I say that 
vinegar does revive the spirit’ and is therefore considered like a 
beverage. And from the fact that the latter clause is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the first clause must 
also be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
The Sages say in response: That is not necessarily so, as one can say 
the latter clause is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi whereas the first clause is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis. 


Rava raised another objection to Abaye from a baraita: One is 
obligated to bring a guilt offering for misuse of consecrated property 
only ifhe derived benefit of at least the value of one peruta from the 
property. If one unwittingly ate from consecrated property today 
and ate again tomorrow, or if he derived benefit from consecrated 
property today and again derived benefit tomorrow, or if he ate 
from the property today and derived benefit from it tomorrow, or 
ifhe derived benefit from it today and ate from it tomorrow, even 
if the time between them was as long as from now until three years 
later, from where is it derived that they combine with each other 
to amount to one peruta-worth of benefit and thereby render him 
obligated to bring a guilt offering? 


Vinegar does revive the spirit — w331 nx wn ynin: The pro- 
hibition against eating and drinking on Yom Kippur differs from 
other prohibitions of consumption. All other such prohibitions 
refer to the act of eating, whereas the prohibition on Yom Kippur 
is due to the obligation to afflict oneself, in accordance with the 


NOTES 


same day, he shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 23:29). 
One ramification of this difference is that the minimum measure 
on Yom Kippur is a large date-bulk of food, which is the amount 
that settles the mind, rather than the smaller, typical measure of 
an olive-bulk required for other prohibitions (see Yoma 80a). 


verse: “For whatever soul it be that shall not be afflicted on that 


HALAKHA 


If one ate and drank unwittingly on Yom Kippur in 
one lapse of awareness - NNN owa aia bons: If one 
ate and drank unwittingly in a single lapse ‘of awareness 
he is liable to bring only one sin offering (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:5). 


Drank the salty liquid or fish brine, etc. - ix v% anw 
3) DTH: If on Yom Kippur one ate and drank food and 
drink that are unfit for human consumption, e.g., the 
salty liquid in which fish are pickled, fish brine, or raw 
vinegar, he is exempt from karet no matter how much he 
consumed. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna 
in Yoma (81a), not the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
Nevertheless, he receives lashes for rebelliousness by rab- 
binic law (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 
2:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 612:9). 


LANGUAGE 

Fish brine [morayes] — D»: Some say this is from the 
Greek dAuupic, almuris, whereas others contend that the 
closest source is the Latin muries, from muria, meaning 
brine. Both denote a food pickled in salt. The term morayes 
refers specifically to fish brine, which consisted of fish oil 
and a large quantity of salt. It served as a condiment to be 
eaten together with bread and other foods. 
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NOTES 

Two paths, etc. - ^3) praw w: The offering 
that one is obligated to bring in this case is 
not a standard sin offering for unwitting trans- 
gressions. Rather, it is a sliding-scale offering 
which depends upon the financial standing of 
he sinner (see Leviticus 5:1-13). This offering is 
prescribed for one who unwittingly entered 
he Temple while ritually impure after he had 
definite knowledge of his impure status and 
subsequently forgot. The commentaries explain 
hat this is referring to a case where the paths 
ran through the public domain, as the halakha 
with regard to any uncertain impurity in the 
public domain is that the item in question is 
pure. If the paths were in the private domain 
he would certainly be liable to bring an offer- 
ing, in accordance with the halakha that where 
here is uncertain impurity in the private 
domain it is assumed to be impure (Josafot on 
Shevuot 19a). 
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The baraita answers that the verse states: “If anyone commits a misuse 
[timol ma‘al]” (Leviticus 5:15). The double verb [timol ma‘al] extended 
the obligation to bring a guilt offering for misuse of consecrated prop- 
erty to a case where the value of individual instances of misuse at dif- 
ferent times amount to a total of one peruta. Rava concludes his objec- 
tion: But why should that be the halakha according to Abaye, who 
maintains that knowledge of uncertainty, and similarly the day of Yom 
Kippur, which has the same effect as a provisional guilt offering, divides 
his actions into separate entities? When the second misuse occurs after 
Yom Kippur, isn’t his sin atoned for by Yom Kippur? Since his acts of 
possible transgression are divided, how can they combine to the value 
of one peruta? 


The Sages say in response: When does Yom Kippur atone for sins? Only 
with regard to ritual prohibitions. But it does not atone with regard 
to monetary matters. Misuse of consecrated property entails a mone- 
tary obligation to restore the value of the principal with the addition of 
one-fifth. Since Yom Kippur does not exempt one from the monetary 
obligation entailed by a sin, the two acts of misuse combine to render 
one obligated to bring a guilt offering. 


The Gemara suggests another answer. If you wish, say instead: When 
does Yom Kippur atone for sins? It atones for sins only if they were 
committed in their full measure, but it does not atone for sins that one 
transgressed only by half of their full measure. Consequently, Yom 
Kippur does not atone for misuse of consecrated property of the value 
of less than one peruta, which is why the two acts of misuse combine. 


Q The Gemara cites the opinions of other amora’im with regard to this 
matter. Similarly, like Rabbi Zeira, Reish Lakish says: Here, in his 
statement in the baraita above, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi taught that 
knowledge of uncertain status prior to each possible transgression 
divides them into separate obligations to bring sin offerings for each 
one. And like Rava, Rabbi Yohanan disagrees and says: Knowledge of 
uncertainty does not divide them into obligations to bring separate 
sin offerings. 


Rather, this is what Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is teaching in the baraita: 
Just as if he had had definite knowledge prior to each instance of 
unwitting consumption he would bring a sin offering for each and 
every one, so too, if he had had knowledge of the uncertainty of 
each piece prior to his subsequent instance of unwitting consumption 
he would be obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering for each 
and every one. But knowledge of uncertainty prior to each instance 
of consumption does not render him obligated to bring multiple sin 
offerings if he later finds out they were all definitely prohibited. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to Rabbi Yohanan, this is why 
the baraita is formulated in a manner that indicates the halakha of a 
provisional guilt offering is dependent upon the halakhot governing 
the sin offering. Just as knowledge of an unwitting transgression ren- 
ders one liable to bring a sin offering, so too, knowledge of uncertainty 
renders one liable to bring a provisional guilt offering. But according 
to Reish Lakish, the baraita should have taught that the halakha of a 
sin offering is dependent upon the knowledge of uncertainty necessary 
to render one liable to bring a provisional guilt offering, rather than the 
other way around. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, this is difficult. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from one statement of Rabbi 
Yohanan to another statement of Rabbi Yohanan, and it likewise raises 
a contradiction from one statement of Reish Lakish to another state- 
ment of Reish Lakish. As it is taught in a baraita: There are two paths:" 
one is ritually impure due to a corpse that is buried there and the other 
one is ritually pure, and it is unknown which path is which. If an indi- 
vidual walked on the first path and did not yet enter the Temple, and 
then he walked on the second path and afterward unwittingly entered 
the Temple, being that he certainly contracted ritual impurity after 
walking down both paths he is liable to bring a sliding-scale offering for 
entering the Temple in a state of ritual impurity. 
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The baraita continues: If he walked on the first path and entered 
the Temple he is exempt from bringing an offering. But if he then 
walked on the second path and afterward entered the Temple he 
is obligated to bring a sin offering, as he was definitely impure on 
one of the occasions that he entered the Temple. If he walked on 
the first path and entered the Temple, and subsequently went 
through the process of ritual purification, i.e., he received the sprin- 
kling of the ashes of the red heifer on the third day and again on 
the seventh day, and immersed, and then walked on the second 
path and entered the Temple, he is liable to bring a sin offering, as 
he definitely entered the Temple while ritually impure, either on the 
first occasion or on the second. 


The baraita continues by citing a dispute concerning Rabbi Shimon’s 
opinion. Rabbi Shimon exempts him from the obligation to bring 
an offering in this particular case. Since he became pure in between, 
at no point did he have definite knowledge that he was impure. For 
one to be liable to bring an offering for entering the Temple in a state 
of ritual impurity he must have knowledge of the impurity at the 
beginning and the end, and a lack of knowledge in the middle. 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda deems him exempt from the obligation 
to bring an offering in all of those cases, and he reports this opinion 
in the name of Rabbi Shimon. 


Before explaining the contradictions between the opinions of Rabbi 
Yohanan and Reish Lakish, the Gemara asks a question about Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yehuda’s statement: Can it be that Rabbi Shimon holds 
that one is exempt even in the first case? Since he walked down 
both paths prior to entering the Temple, he had definite knowledge 
of his impure status. Rava said: What are we dealing with here? 
We are dealing with a case where he walked on the first path," and 
at the time of his walking on the second path he forgot that he 
had previously walked on the first path. Consequently, the knowl- 
edge that would render him liable to bring a sin offering is incom- 
plete. And it is with regard to this point that they disagree: The 
first tanna holds that partial knowledge is considered like full 
knowledge, and Rabbi Shimon holds that partial knowledge is 
not considered like full knowledge. 


The Gemara returns to discuss the contradictions for which it cited 
this baraita. The Master said: If he walked on the first path and 
entered" the Temple, and then he received the sprinkling of the 
ashes of the red heifer on the third and seventh days, and immersed, 
and subsequently walked on the second path and entered the 
Temple, he is liable to bring a sin offering. The Gemara asks: Why 
is he liable? After all, he did not have definite knowledge of his 
ritual impurity each time he entered the Temple. Although it is 
certain that after walking on the second path he had contracted 
ritual impurity at some point, as he had been purified in between, 
there was no specific point at which he had knowledge of definite 
impurity. 


Reish Lakish said: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
baraita? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, 
who does not require knowledge at the outset, before an unwit- 
ting transgression, in order to render one liable to bring a sin offer- 
ing. Rabbi Yohanan said: You may even say that it is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, who maintain that definite knowl- 
edge is necessary to render one liable to bring a sin offering, as here 
they rendered uncertain knowledge like full knowledge. 


HALAKHA 


A case where he walked on the first path — yi33 
wera baw: A person had two paths before him, 
one ritually impure and the other pure, and it was 
unknown which path was which. If he walked down 
the first path and then the second path, and when 
he walked down the second path he had forgotten 
that he previously walked down the first path, and 
he subsequently entered the Temple or partook of 
consecrated food, he is liable to bring a sin offering. 
Although his knowledge of contracting impurity was 
incomplete, nevertheless he is liable, as partial knowl- 
edge is considered like full knowledge (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 11:6). 


If he walked on the first path and entered, etc. — ba 
"131 DDN) iwN: A person had two paths before him, 
one ritually impure and the other pure, and it was 
unknown which path was which. If he walked down 
the first path and entered the Temple, he is exempt, as 
his impure status is uncertain. If he was then purified 
by means of the sprinkling of the red heifer's ashes 
on the third and seventh days, and immersed, and 
subsequently walked down the second path and 
entered the Temple, he is obligated to bring a sin 
offering. Although his knowledge of his impure sta- 
tus was uncertain on both occasions that he entered 
the Temple, since at one point he definitely entered 
the Temple while impure, either the first time or the 
second time, his uncertain knowledge is considered as 
certain, full knowledge. The halakha is in accordance 
with baraita and the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Ram- 
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 11:6-7). 
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NOTES 


Instead of interpreting the baraita in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael - ay Dopin 
Dryn sD: Why is it preferable to interpret the 
baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi rather than that of Rabbi Yishmael? 
Some commentaries explain that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
taught explicitly that uncertain knowledge is consid- 
ered full knowledge and divides transgressions into 
separate obligations, whereas the opinion of Rabbi 
Yishmael that knowledge is not required to render 
one liable to bring a sin offering is deduced only by 
inference, as explained by the Gemara later on (Ritva 
on Shevuot 19b). 

Others contend that it is preferable to interpret 
the baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, as this includes the novelty that even 
according to those who maintain that initial knowl- 
edge of sin is necessary to obligate one ina sin offering, 
partial knowledge is sufficient (see Tosafot). 
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The Gemara explains the contradiction: It enters your mind to 
say that Rabbi Yohanan meant that here they rendered uncertain 
knowledge like full knowledge, and the same is true for the 
entire Torah. Therefore, it is difficult, as there is an apparent 
contradiction between the statement of Rabbi Yohanan above 
and this statement of Rabbi Yohanan. Here, Rabbi Yohanan 
says that uncertain knowledge is considered like full knowledge, 
whereas earlier he stated that uncertain knowledge, unlike full 
knowledge, does not divide separate unwitting transgressions to 
render one obligated to bring multiple sin offerings. 


And likewise it is difficult with regard to the apparent contradic- 
tion between the statement of Reish Lakish earlier and the state- 
ment of Reish Lakish here. Reish Lakish previously stated that 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi maintains that uncertain knowledge 
divides unwitting transgressions to render one obligated to bring 
separate sin offerings, whereas here he explains that the baraita is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, not Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara comments: Granted, the apparent contradiction 
between one statement of Rabbi Yohanan and the other state- 
ment of Rabbi Yohanan is not difficult. One can answer that 
when he said: Here they rendered uncertain knowledge like full 
knowledge, he meant specifically here, but with regard to the 
entire Torah it is not considered like full knowledge. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that this particular case is 
an exception? Here, with regard to ritual impurity, it is written: 

“Or if anyone touch any impure thing...and it was concealed 
from him that he is impure” (Leviticus 5:2). This indicates that 
even when one has knowledge that has an uncertainty to it, the 
verse renders him obligated to bring an offering. But with regard 
to the rest of the entire Torah it is written: “If his sin, which he 
has sinned, be known to him” (Leviticus 4:28). This teaches that 
it is only if he has full knowledge that he is obligated to bring 
an offering. 


But the contradiction between one statement of Reish Lakish 
and the other statement of Reish Lakish is difficult: Instead of 
interpreting the baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yishmael," he should interpret it in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. The Gemara answers: This is what 
Reish Lakish is teaching us by establishing the baraita in accor- 
dance with Rabbi Yishmael: That Rabbi Yishmael also does not 
require knowledge at the outset, before an unwitting transgres- 
sion, in order to render one liable to bring a sin offering. 


The Gemara objects: But that is already taught explicitly in a 
mishna, as we learned (Shevuot 14b) that Rabbi Yishmael says: 
The verse states: “It was concealed from him” (Leviticus 5:2-3), 
twice. One mention of the phrase serves to render one obligated 
to bring a sin offering for a lapse of awareness of his state of ritual 
impurity when he entered the Temple, and the other mention of 
the phrase teaches that he is obligated to bring a sin offering for 
a lapse of awareness during which he forgot that the building he 
was entering while impure was the Temple. Since this is the same 
verse that is the source for the requirement of knowledge at the 
outset, evidently Rabbi Yishmael disagrees with this opinion, as 
he derives a different halakha from the verse. 


The Gemara explains: It was necessary for Reish Lakish to state 
that Rabbi Yishmael does not require knowledge at the outset, as 
it might enter your mind to say: Although Rabbi Yishmael has 
no verse from which he could derive this requirement, perhaps 
he has a tradition with regard to the requirement of prior knowl- 
edge. By establishing that the baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, Reish Lakish teaches us conclusively 
that Rabbi Yishmael does not require knowledge at the outset. 
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MI S H NA Ifone has pieces of forbidden fat and notar 


before him and he ate one of them and he 
does not know which of them he ate; or if his menstruating wife 
and his sister were with him in the house and he unwittingly 
engaged in intercourse with one of them and he does not know 
with which of them he unwittingly engaged in intercourse; or if 
Shabbat and Yom Kippur occurred adjacent to one another and 
he performed prohibited labor during the intervening twilight 
period" and he does not know on which of the days he performed 
the labor, in all of these cases, Rabbi Eliezer deems the transgressor 
liable to bring a sin offering, as he certainly sinned, and Rabbi 
Yehoshua deems the transgressor exempt, as he does not know the 
nature of his sin. 


Rabbi Yosei said: Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua did not dis- 
agree with regard to one who performs prohibited labor during 
the intervening twilight period because they concur that he is 
exempt, as I say: He performed part of the labor today, and he 
performed part of the labor the following day." 


With regard to what case did they disagree? With regard to the 
case of one who performs prohibited labor in the midst of the 
day, and he does not know whether it was on Shabbat that he 
performed the labor or whether it was on Yom Kippur that he 
performed the labor; or with regard to one who performs a pro- 
hibited labor and he does not know which labor he performed. 
As, in those cases Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable to bring a 
sin offering and Rabbi Yehoshua deems him exempt." Rabbi 
Yehuda said: Rabbi Yehoshua would deem him exempt even 
from bringing a provisional guilt offering. ™ 


Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Shimon Shezuri’ say: Rabbi Eliezer and 
Rabbi Yehoshua did not disagree" with regard to a case involving 
a matter where his lack of knowledge involves items from one 
category, e.g., he picked a grape from a vine on Shabbat and does 
not know which vine it was, as in that case they both agree that he 
is liable, since he knows the nature of his sin. With regard to what 
case did they disagree? With regard to a case involving a matter 
where his lack of knowledge involves items from two categories,” 
e.g., he picked fruit from a tree on Shabbat and does not know 
whether it was from a vine or from a fig tree. As, in that case Rabbi 
Eliezer deems him liable to bring a sin offering, since he certainly 
sinned, and Rabbi Yehoshua deems him exempt, as he does not 
know the nature of his sin. 


NOTES 


And he performed prohibited labor during the intervening twi- 
light period - niwan pa Tax mwyy: Nowadays, where there 
is a fixed yearly calendar, Shabbat and Yom Kippur never occur 
adjacent to one another. But in talmudic times, when the new 
month was set by the testimony of witnesses who saw the new 
moon, it was possible that Yom Kippur could occur immediately 
before or after Shabbat. 


As | say he performed part of the labor today and he performed 
part of the labor the following day — Din Mwy nypa mx UN! 
snd nwy nypa: Rabbi Yosei adds the phrase: As | say, in order to 
stress that the ruling that one who performed labor at twilight is 
exempt is in accordance with his opinion with regard to twilight. 
As stated in tractate Shabbat (34b), Rabbi Yosei maintains that 
twilight is like the blink of an eye; night begins and day ends. It is 
impossible to calculate the time between them, due to its brevity 
(Abir Ya'akov). 


Rabbi Yehoshua would deem him exempt even from bringing 
a provisional guilt offering - nbn DORN JN LWIA IIT His: 
According to Rabbi Yehoshua, he is exempt from bringing asin 
offering because he lacks knowledge of his specific transgression. 
He is also exempt from bringing a provisional guilt offering, as 
that offering is brought only by one who is uncertain whether he 
sinned at all, whereas this individual knows with certainty that he 
committed a transgression (Tiferet Yisrael). 


From two categories — ninw ‘wv Dwr: According to Rashi, the 
concept of two categories in the mishna refers to two items of 
different names, even if they involve the same prohibition. For 
example, if one does not know whether he picked fruit from a vine 
or from a fig tree, this is a case of two categories which is subject to 
the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua. According 
to the Rambam, two categories means two different prohibitions, 
e.g, if one does not know whether he consumed forbidden fat or 
blood. By contrast, if the two transgressions in question share the 
same prohibition, even in a case of two types of labor on Shabbat, 
they are considered to be one category (Minhat Hinnukh 121). 


HALAKHA 


And Rabbi Yehoshua deems him exempt - ywin am 
wis: With regard to one who knows he certainly trans- 
gressed a negative mitzva for which one is liable to 
incur karet for a willing transgression, but he does not 
know exactly which sin he committed, he is exempt 
from bringing a sin offering. This is derived from the 
verse: “If his sin, which he has sinned, be known to him, 
he shall bring for his offering a goat, a male without 
blemish” (Leviticus 4:23). The phrase: “which he has 
sinned” is understood to mean that he knows specifi- 
cally which sin he committed. Therefore, if one has a 
piece of forbidden fat and notar before him and he 
ate one of them but does not know which he ate; or if 
his menstruating wife and his sister were with him in 
the house and he unwittingly engaged in intercourse 
with one of them and he does not know which one; 
or if Shabbat and Yom Kippur occurred adjacent to 
one another and he performed prohibited labor dur- 
ing the intervening twilight period and he does not 
know on which of the days he performed the labor, 
in all of those cases he is exempt from bringing a sin 
offering. He is also exempt from bringing a provisional 
guilt offering, as he knows that he certainly sinned 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:3, 8:5). 


Rabbi Yehoshua would deem him exempt even from 
bringing a provisional guilt offering — 21 799 iwis 
nbn DWRN AK WWI: If one transgressed a sin that 
entails ‘liability to receive karet but he does not know 
which sin he transgressed, he is exempt from bringing 
a provisional guilt offering, as he knows with certainty 
that he sinned. This ruling is in accordance with Rabbi 
Yehuda's explanation of the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 8:5). 


Did not disagree, etc. - 151 pong Nb: If one com- 
mitted an unwitting sin that involved one of two 
prohibited items he is liable to bring a sin offering, 
even if he does not know with which item he sinned. 
For example, if one engages in intercourse with one 
of two menstruating women and he does not know 
with which woman he transgressed, he is nevertheless 
liable to bring a sin offering, as he knows with certainty 
which sin he committed. This is similar to the case 
where one has two plates of forbidden fat before him, 
and he takes a piece and eats it. He is certainly liable 
to bring a sin offering, despite the fact that he does not 
know from which plate he took the fat. This halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
and Rabbi Shimon Shezuri (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 2:5). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Shimon Shezuri — "Ww jiyaw a7: The tanna 
Rabbi Shimon Shezuri was from the generation follow- 
ing the destruction of the Temple. He was apparently a 
disciple of Rabbi Tarfon, but his primary discussions are 
with the most important disciples of Rabbi Akiva. His 
opinions are mentioned in the Mishna and in baraitot, 
although there are only a few tanna‘im who report 
traditions in his name. Little is known about his life. 
The appellation Shezuri has been explained in various 
ways. Some suggest it alludes to his occupation, as he 
was a weaver [shozer] of cords and ropes (Rambam's 
Commentary on the Mishna); alternatively, it refers to 
his place of residence, Shezur (Kaftor VaFerah). 
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Rabbi Yehuda said: Even if one intended to pick figs and he picked 
grapes," or to pick grapes and he picked figs, or to pick black figs 
and he picked white figs, or to pick white figs and he picked black 
figs, Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable to bring a sin offering and 
Rabbi Yehoshua deems him exempt. Rabbi Yehuda added: I won- 
der if Rabbi Yehoshua deemed him exempt in that case," as even 
in his opinion the person intended to perform a prohibited labor. 
The mishna asks: If it is so, that he is not exempt according to Rabbi 
Yehuda, why is it stated: “Ifhis sin, wherein he has sinned” (Leviti- 
cus 4:23), from which it is derived that one is liable only if the object 
of the sin was the one that he intended? The mishna answers: ‘This 
serves to exclude one who acts unawares" and does not intend to 
perform a prohibited action at all. 


G E M ARA With regard to the first clause of the mishna 
and the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and 
Rabbi Yehoshua, it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: 
Whichever way you look at it he is liable to bring a sin offering. If it 
was forbidden fat that he ate, he is liable; and if it was notar that he 
ate, he is also liable. If it was with his menstruating wife that he 
engaged in intercourse, he is liable; and if it was with his sister that 
he engaged in intercourse, he is also liable. If it was on Shabbat that 
he performed the forbidden labor, he is liable; and ifit was on Yom 
Kippur that he performed the labor, he is also liable. The result of 
any one of these scenarios is that he is liable to bring a sin offering. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to him in response: The verse states: “If 
his sin, which he has sinned, be known to him, he shall bring for 
his offering a goat, a male without blemish” (Leviticus 4:23). It is 
derived from the phrase: “Which he has sinned,’ that he is not liable 
until it becomes known to him specifically with which item he 
sinned. The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Eliezer, what does he 
do with this phrase: “Which he has sinned”? The Gemara answers: 
He requires it for the halakha that only one who is aware of his 
action is liable, as this phrase excludes one who acts unawares and 
inadvertently commits a transgression. 


NOTES 


Rabbi Yehuda said even if one intended to pick figs and he 
picked grapes, etc. - op oxen vip MaM PIK TITIN 
^D DY: The statement of Rabbi Yehuda is apparently uncon- 
nected to that of Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Shimon Shezuri earlier 
in the mishna. They are referring to a case where one is aware of 
his sin at the time but does not know with what item he sinned, 
whereas Rabbi Yehuda is referring to a situation where he had no 
intention to sin in the first place. 

According to the Gemara on 20b, Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi 
Shimon Shezuri are also referring to a case where he had no 
intention to sin. They maintain that according to Rabbi Eliezer, 
just as it is enough for a person to know that he sinned in order 
for him to be obligated to bring a sin offering, so too, it is enough 
o have intended to perform any action that constitutes a sin 
for him to have to bring a sin offering. By contrast, according 
o Rabbi Yehoshua, just as one requires specific knowledge of 
he nature of his sin for him to be rendered liable, he likewise 
requires specific intent to commit that sin, whereas if the sin is of 
a different category he is exempt. The Gemara analyzes at length 
he nature of their dispute. Some commentaries maintain that 
even according to the Gemara, Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Shimon 
Shezuri are discussing a case that is fundamentally different from 
hat of Rabbi Yehuda (Tosafot on 20b). 


wonder if Rabbi Yehoshua deemed him exempt in that case, 
etc. — 1D) WIT) 937 A2 W3 ON PAN: Rashi explains that this is a 
continuation of Rabbi Yehuda’s statement. His teacher had taught 
him that Rabbi Yehoshua deems one exempt, but Rabbi Yehuda 
questioned this ruling. Accordingly, the mishna's statement that 
he phrase “wherein he has sinned" serves to exclude one who 


acts unawares, is the conclusion of Rabbi Yehuda’s suggestion. By 
contrast, Rambam, in his Commentary on the Mishna, explains 
hat it is Rabbi Shimon who wondered whether Rabbi Yehoshua 
in fact deems him exempt, in response to which Rabbi Yehuda 
raises a difficulty from the verse, and Rabbi Shimon replies that 
he verse serves to exclude one who acts unawares (see Rabbi 
Ovadya Bartenura). Some contend that the difference between 
hese two explanations of the mishna is rooted in variant texts. 
Others maintain there is no variation in the text; rather, the differ- 
ent explanations are based on two subsequent interpretations of 
he Gemara (Heshek Shlomo). 


To exclude one who acts unawares — pound bp: In general, the 
concept of one who acts unawares refers to one who has no intent 
o perform the action in question at all, either because he was 
not paying attention or because he meant to perform one action 
and ultimately performed another. This differs from a case where 
one commits a transgression unwittingly, as there he intends to 
perform the action in the manner that he performed it, but due 
to forgetfulness or for some other reason he was not conscious of 
the fact that it is prohibited. Included in the category of one who 
acts unawares is one who intended to perform one prohibited 
labor and instead performed another, or one who intended to 
pick one fruit and picked a different one. By contrast, according to 
Rabbi Yehuda, the exclusion of one who acts unawares, due to the 
phrase: Wherein he has sinned, is referring specifically to one who 
intended to perform a permitted action and instead performed a 
prohibited action. For example, he intended to pick grapes from 
a detached vine and accidentally picked them from an attached 
vine (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
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The Gemara asks: The halakha that one who acts unawares is 
exempt is stated in which case? If you say it applies to the cases 
of forbidden fats and those with whom intercourse is forbidden 
this cannot be correct, as in those cases one who acts unawares is 
liable to bring a sin offering. As Rav Nahman says that Shmuel 
says: With regard to one who acts unawares and transgresses the 
prohibitions ofeating forbidden fats or engaging in intercourse with 
those with whom intercourse is forbidden,™ he is liable to bring 


a sin offering because he derived pleasure." 


PRY INT D NEVE PELTA INY 
min mpy ngona nax y 


And if you say it is referring a case of one who acts unawares on 
Shabbat this cannot be correct either, as it is already established 
that one who acts unawares on Shabbat is exempt. What is the 
reason? The Torah prohibited only planned, constructive labor 
on Shabbat." Acts of labor that are not intended, or whose result is 
unintended, or whose consequence is destructive, are not included 
in this category. Therefore, it is already a known halakha that one 


who performs labor unawares on Shabbat is exempt. 


aana ny am wba 


The Gemara answers: According to Rava, you find it is necessary 
to teach that one is exempt from bringing a sin offering for perform- 
ing labor unawares on Shabbat in a case" where one intended to 
cut a detached plant" and he mistakenly cut a plant still attached. 
According to Abaye, who maintains he is liable in such a case, you 
find it necessary to teach that one who acts unawares is exempt in 
a case where he intended to lift a plant detached from the ground 


and mistakenly cut a plant still attached to the ground. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


One who acts unawares with regard to forbidden 
fats or those with whom engaging in intercourse 
is forbidden - niw oan poyma: One who acts 
unawares and transgresses the prohibitions against 
eating forbidden fats or engaging in intercourse with 
hose with whom intercourse is forbidden is never- 
heless liable to bring a sin offering. For example, if 
one feels something in his mouth and swallows under 
he assumption that it is saliva, but it turns out to be 
a forbidden food, he is liable. This halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Nahman, citing Shmuel 
Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:7). 


ntended to cut a detached plant - sind manv 
wba ny: If one intended to lift up or even to cut 
a detached plant on Shabbat, and instead mistak- 
enly severed a plant still attached, he is exempt from 
bringing a sin offering. Since he did not perform 
the act that he had intended, this is included in the 
category of one who acts unawares, for which he is 
not liable because the Torah prohibited only creative 
labor on Shabbat. The ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 7:1). 


One who acts unawares with regard to forbidden fats or 
those with whom engaging in intercourse is forbidden — 
new obra peyman: The early commentaries provide differ- 
ent definitions for one who acts unawares and one who per- 
forms a transgression unwittingly. Some maintain that the case 

of one who acts unawares involves an individual who does not 
intend to perform a specific action at all (Rambam). Others 

contend that he does intend to perform an action, but with a 

different item (Rambam). For example, he knows he has before 

him two pieces of fat, one permitted and the other forbidden, 
but he mistakenly picks up the forbidden fat and eats it. 

In the case of forbidden intercourse, Rashi cites the example 
of one whose wife and sister are present, but unbeknownst to 
him his wife slips away and his sister takes her place. Rashi sug- 
gests an alternative example of one who engages in intercourse 
with his menstruating wife under the assumption that she was 
not menstruating. This example is problematic, as it is incon- 
sistent with Rashi’s definition that an act performed unawares 
does not involve the intended item (Shita Mekubbetzet). Rashi 
further explains that one who performed an action unwittingly 
differs from one who acts unawares in that he successfully 
performs the action he intended with the item he intended, 
under the mistaken assumption that it is permitted when it is 
actually prohibited. An example would be if one ate a piece of 
forbidden fat thinking that it was permitted fat. Others maintain 
that such a case is also included in the category of one who 
acts unawares (Josafot). They claim the case of one who acts 
unintentionally is one where he errs due to his ignorance of 
halakha, e.g., he thinks forbidden fat is permitted. 


He is liable to bring a sin offering because he derived plea- 
sure — 913712 Jv aM: The later commentaries explain that when 


one performs an action without intention it is considered as 
though the action was performed by itself, without human 
involvement. But in the cases of forbidden fats and sexual 
intercourse, it is not merely the action that is forbidden but the 
pleasure one derives as well. Therefore, his pleasure in perform- 
ing these acts connects him to the action despite the fact that 
it was performed unawares (Ftvan deOraita 24; Kovetz Shiurim 
2:23). Others explain that one who acts unawares is in fact con- 
sidered to have performed an action, but one is liable only 
when there is participation of the mind either through intention 
or through receiving pleasure (Kehillot Ya'akov, Shabbat 23). 
Some maintain that these cases of forbidden fats and forbid- 
den intercourse are merely examples, and the same principle 
applies in all applicable cases (Rabbi Akiva Eiger, Responsum 
8). Others contend that it is only in these cases that one is 
deemed liable for acting unawares, as only the enjoyment 
derived from eating and engaging in intercourse is deemed 
tangible pleasure (Meiri on Sanhedrin 62b; Imrei Bina, Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 7). 


The Torah prohibited only planned, constructive labor on 
Shabbat - min mpx navm naxbn: A large proportion of 
the halakhot of Shabbat are derived from the juxtaposition of 
Shabbat to the instructions for the building of the Tabernacle 
(see Exodus 35:1-3). This juxtaposition teaches that the various 
forms of labor performed in the Tabernacle are those that are 
prohibited on Shabbat. The labors performed in order to con- 
struct the Tabernacle are referred to as “skillful workmanship” 
(Exodus 35:33), from which it is derived that the labors prohib- 
ited on Shabbat must likewise be purposeful and constructive. 


The Gemara apparently presents these cases as examples in 


which the principle that the Torah prohibited only creative 
labor on Shabbat does not exempt one from liability. Rather, the 
exemption is due to the phrase “which he has sinned,’ which 
according to Rabbi Eliezer excludes one who acts unawares. 
This is puzzling, as these examples provided by Abaye and Rava 
are derived specifically from the former principle. Furthermore, 
Shmuel derives an exemption from the principle that the Torah 
prohibited only creative labor on Shabbat even in a case where 
one intended to perform one prohibited labor and instead 
performed another prohibited labor. Rashi therefore explains 
that Rabbi Eliezer does not derive the exemption of one who 
acts unawares on Shabbat from the principle that the Torah 
prohibited only creative labor on Shabbat. Rather, he derives it 
from the phrase “which he has sinned.’ 

The cases presented by Rava and Abaye are examples of 
one who is exempt when he performs a labor while acting 
unawares. According to this explanation, Rava disagrees with 
Shmuel. Shmuel maintains that in any case where one performs 
a prohibited act while acting unawares he is exempt, whereas 
Rava holds that if he intends to perform a prohibited act he 
is liable. 

Others explain that Rava does not disagree with Shmuel. 
Rather, Shmuel's principle that the Torah prohibited only cre- 
ative labor excludes from liability one who does not accomplish 
is intended acts at all, e.g., someone who intends to detach 
one attached plant and instead detaches another (Josafot). 
By contrast, Rabbi Eliezer derives from the phrase “which he 
has sinned” that even when one successfully completed his 
intended action he is exempt, provided he did not intend for 
he prohibited act, e.g., if he intended to lift a detached plant 
only to find that it is actually attached (Arukh LaNer). 
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NOTES 
Three threads at the beginning - nnna pan aww: 
Rashi explains that although the minimum number of 
threads required for the labor of weaving is two, never- 
theless three threads are necessary at the beginning of 
work on a new item, as otherwise the stitching would 
come undone. 
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As it was stated: With regard to one who intended to lift a plant 
detached from the ground and mistakenly cut a plant still attached 

to the ground, all agree he is exempt from bringing a sin offering. 
What is the reason? It is due to the fact that he did not intend to 

act for the sake of cutting, i.e., he merely intended to lift the plant. 
By contrast, if one intended to cut a detached plant and he mistak- 
enly cut a plant that is still attached, Abaye said he is liable, due 

to the fact that he intended to act for the sake of cutting. Although 

his intention was not to perform a prohibited cutting, nevertheless 

he had intent to cut, and therefore he is liable for the prohibited 

cutting he performed in practice. Rava said: He is exempt, due to 

the fact that he did not intend to perform a prohibited cutting. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yosei says: Rabbi Eliezer and 
Rabbi Yehoshua did not disagree with regard to one who performs 
prohibited labor during the intervening twilight period; rather, 
they both agree that he is exempt, as I say: He performed part of 
the labor today and he performed part of the labor the following 
day. It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei said to the other 
Sages: You were diligent to examine my opinion, and you founda 
refutation of my statement. 


The Gemara asks: What did they say to him that led Rabbi Yosei 
to say to them: You were diligent to examine my opinion? The 
Gemara explains that this is what they said to him: What is the 
halakha in a case where one lifted an item at twilight between 
Shabbat and Yom Kippur and carried it from one domain to 
another? If the domains are adjacent, this act can be performed so 
quickly that even at twilight it does not span two days. For this 
reason, Rabbi Yosei said to them: You were diligent to examine 
my opinion. 


Since according to Rabbi Yosei the period of twilight is instanta- 
neous, the Gemara objects: But let him say to them: In this case 

as well, part of the lifting was performed today and part of it was 

performed tomorrow. The Gemara explains: That is also what he 

is saying to them: You were diligent to examine my opinion, and 

yet you have not accomplished anything, as I remain steadfast in 

my opinion. 


The Gemara objects: And according to Rabbi Yosei, had the start 
of the labor been on Shabbat and the completion of the labor on 
Yom Kippur, Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua would agree that 
he is exempt. But according to Rabbi Eliezer, would he really be 
exempt? Didn't we hear that Rabbi Eliezer deems one liable for 
the final stage of a prohibited labor? As we learned in a mishna 
(Shabbat iosa) that Rabbi Eliezer says: One who weaves on Shab- 
bat is liable to bring a sin offering if he weaves three threads at the 
beginning of work on a new item, or if he adds one thread to 
a preexisting woven fabric. Although the minimum number of 
threads required for the prohibited labor of weaving is generally 
three, Rabbi Eliezer deems one liable for a single thread that he 
adds to a woven fabric. 


Rav Yosef said in response: Rabbi Yosei, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, would explain that this is what the 
mishna teaches: Rabbi Eliezer says: One who weaves on Shabbat 
is liable if he weaves three threads" at the beginning" of work on 
anew item, or ifhe adds two threads to a preexisting woven fabric. 


One who weaves...three threads — pin nw 31K: One is 
liable for weaving on Shabbat if he weaves two threads whose 
measure is the width of two fingerbreadths. This is the case 
whether he initially starts the weaving of a new item or whether 


HALAKHA 
he adds two threads to an already existing woven item. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
disagree with Rabbi Eliezer on Shabbat 105a (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:18). 
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§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehuda said: Rabbi Yehoshua 
would deem exempt one who does not know the nature of his sin 
even from bringing a provisional guilt offering. It is taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: Rabbi Yehoshua would deem 
exempt one who does not know the nature of his sin even from 
bringing a provisional guilt offering, as it is stated: “And if anyone 
sin, and do any of the commandments of the Lord that are not to be 
done, though he does not know it; yet is he guilty, and shall bear 
his iniquity” (Leviticus 5:17). The verse excludes this case, where 
he knew that he sinned. Rabbi Shimon said to Rabbi Yehuda: It 
can be inferred from this same verse that he does in fact bring a 
provisional guilt offering. The phrase “and do...though he does 
not know it” indicates that one brings an offering in a case such as 
this, when he did not know with which item he sinned. 


The baraita continues: But in a case where there is uncertainty 
whether one ate forbidden fat and uncertainty whether one did 
not eat forbidden fat, which is a situation where he did not know if 
he sinned at all, it is unclear whether Rabbi Shimon maintains he is 
liable to bring a provisional guilt offering. Therefore, go and ask 
about it, to determine whether one brings a provisional guilt offer- 
ing in such a case or not. The Gemara asks: What conclusion was 
reached about it? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: If one 
sinned and did not know with what item he sinned, or if there is 
uncertainty whether he sinned and uncertainty whether he did 
not sin, he brings a provisional guilt offering. The Gemara infers: 
Whom did you hear who says that if one sinned and did not know 
with what item he sinned he must bring a provisional guilt offer- 
ing? It is Rabbi Shimon. Consequently, this baraita must be in 
accordance with his opinion, and it teaches: If there is uncertainty 
whether one sinned and uncertainty whether one did not sin, he 
brings a provisional guilt offering. Conclude from the baraita 
that Rabbi Shimon holds: If there is uncertainty if one sinned 
and uncertainty if one did not sin, he brings a provisional guilt 
offering. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Shimon She- 
zuri say: Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua did not disagree with 
regard to a case where his lack of knowledge involves items from one 
category. And the last clause in the mishna concludes: If it is so, what 
is the meaning when the verse states: “If his sin, which he has 
sinned” (Leviticus 4:23), from which it is derived that one is liable 
only if the object of the sin was the one he intended? It serves to 
exclude one who acts unawares and does not intend to perform a 
prohibited action at all. 


In connection to this halakha about one who acts unawares, Rav 
Nahman says that Shmuel says: With regard to one who acts 
unawares and transgresses the prohibitions of eating forbidden fats 
or engaging in intercourse with those with whom intercourse is 
forbidden, he is liable to bring a sin offering because he derived 
pleasure from his actions. By contrast, one who acts unawares and 
performs a prohibited labor on Shabbat is exempt, as the Torah 
prohibited only planned, constructive labor on Shabbat, which 
does not include an act of labor that is not intended, or whose result 
is unintended. 


Rava said to Rav Nahman: But isn’t the case of the two babies 
considered like a case where one acts unawares, and yet we learned 
in a mishna (Shabbat 137a): In the case of one who had two babies 
to circumcise, one of whom he was required to circumcise on Shab- 
bat and one whom he was required to circumcise the day after 
Shabbat, and he forgot and circumcised" the one that should 
have been circumcised after Shabbat on Shabbat, Rabbi Eliezer 
deems him liable to bring a sin offering, as circumcision before its 
appointed time does not override Shabbat. And Rabbi Yehoshua 
deems him exempt from bringing a sin offering. 


HALAKHA 


Forgot and circumcised -59 maw: With regard 
to one who intended to perform a mitzva and 
in the course of its performance unwittingly 
transgressed a prohibition, he is exempt from 
bringing a sin offering. For example, if he had 
two babies to circumcise, one to circumcise on 
Shabbat and the other on Shabbat eve or after 
Shabbat, and he mistakenly circumcised them 
both on Shabbat, he is exempt from bringing a sin 
offering. Since he is permitted, and even required, 
to override Shabbat in order to circumcise one of 
them, he is not liable for circumcising the second 
baby, as his mistake was due to his preoccupa- 
tion with performing the mitzva. But if neither 
baby is supposed to be circumcised on Shabbat 
and he forgot and mistakenly circumcised them 
on Shabbat, he is liable (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 2:8, and see Kesef Mishne and 
Lehem Mishne there). 
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HALAKHA 


If one intended to pick figs and he picked grapes... 
within one type - 033X bp) on vp pama 
kw Ma: If one intended to pick black figs on Shab- 
bat and instead picked white figs he is exempt, as the 
Torah prohibited only planned, constructive labor. If 
he intended to pick a specific cluster of figs and his 
hand inadvertently picked a different cluster he is liable, 
as he completed the labor that he had intended to 
perform. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehoshua and Rava cited earlier, which states 
hat one who acts unawares while intending to per- 
orm a prohibited action is liable (Likkutei Halakhot). 
The Ra’avad rules in accordance with the opinion of 
Shmuel that even in this case he is exempt (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:9-10). 


LANGUAGE 

Large-toothed one [shinnana] - «32: This nick- 
name for Rav Yehuda, which appears in several places 
in the Gemara, is understood by many commentaries 
as a reference to his sharp [shanun], brilliant intellect. 
The geonim claim this was a physical description for 
an individual with large teeth, and they note that the 
expression was still used in this manner in their days. 
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Rava explains his objection: Rabbi Yehoshua deemed him exempt 
only here, in that particular case, because he holds that if one erred 
with regard to a mitzva and did not perform the mitzva but com- 
mitted a transgression instead, he is exempt. But in a case where one 
acts unawares in a matter that does not involve a mitzva, even 
Rabbi Yehoshua deems him liable. This indicates that according 
to both opinions, in general one who commits a transgression on 
Shabbat while acting unawares is liable. 


Rav Nahman said to Rava: Leave aside the case of the babies. No 
proof can be derived from there, as the transgression in that case is 
the act of inflicting a wound on Shabbat. This is an exceptional case, 
since one who inflicts a destructive wound is liable despite the fact 
that one is usually exempt from liability if he performs non-construc- 
tive acts on Shabbat. Consequently, the standard requirement of 
constructive labor on Shabbat does not apply, which is why one who 
acts unawares and inflicts a wound is also liable." 


The Gemara cites another difficulty with regard to the claim that 
one who acts unawares when he performs a labor on Shabbat is 
exempt. Rav Yehuda raised an objection to Shmuel from the 
mishna. Rabbi Yehuda says: Even if one intended to pick figs and 
he picked grapes, or to pick grapes and he picked figs, or to pick 
black figs and he picked white figs, or to pick white figs and he 
picked black figs, Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable to bring a sin 
offering and Rabbi Yehoshua deems him exempt. 


Rav Yehuda explained his objection: And this case here is concern- 
ing one who acts unawares, and yet not only does Rabbi Eliezer 
deem him liable, but Rabbi Yehoshua too deemed him exempt 
from bringing a sin offering only if he unwittingly switched one type 
for another type, e.g., grapes for figs, or white figs for black figs. But 
in a case where he unwittingly switches one for another within one 
type," even Rabbi Yehoshua deems him liable. 


Shmuel said to Rav Yehuda in response: Large-toothed one 
[shinnana],' leave the mishna and follow after me, i.e., it should 
not be understood as you think. What are we dealing with here? 
We are dealing with a case where the picker lost his train of thought. 
He had initially intended to pick grapes and then he forgot his 
initial intention and thought: It is figs that I want. But his hand 
unwittingly went among the grapes and he picked the grapes he had 
initially intended. In that case Rabbi Eliezer holds he is liable, as 
his initial intention was fulfilled. And Rabbi Yehoshua holds his 
current intention and thought are not fulfilled, and therefore he is 
exempt. By contrast, in a standard case where one acts unawares, 
both agree that he is exempt. 


Since one who inflicts a destructive wound is liable one who 
acts unawares and inflicts a wound is also liable - bpm Diz 
an ayana Poyna wn nnana: The halakhot of orohibited labors 
on Shabbat are derived from the labors required to build the Tab- 
ernacle. Consequently, one is liable only for constructive acts. One 
who performs any of the prohibited labors in a destructive fashion, 
e.g. tearing a garment without intention to restitch and improve it, 
is exempt. An exception to this principle is the labor of inflicting a 
wound, for which one is liable despite the fact that it is a destruc- 
tive act. Therefore, although one acting unawares would ordinarily 
be exempt because there is no intentional, constructive act, he 
is nevertheless liable in the case of inflicting a wound (Rosh). 


NOTES 


+ 


It should be noted that this reasoning holds true only accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who maintains that one 
who inflicts a destructive wound is liable. He derives this halakha 
from the fact that the Torah provides a special dispensation for 
performing a circumcision on Shabbat. This indicates that without 
the dispensation it would be prohibited, regardless of the fact 
that it involves the destructive labor of inflicting a wound. This 
reasoning is not accepted by Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that 
one who inflicts a destructive wound is exempt. He contends 
that the reason circumcision would be a prohibited act is that 
although the actual wound is destructive, it is performed for a 
constructive purpose. 
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Rav Oshaya raises an objection from the mishna to Shmuel’s opin- 
ion that all agree that one who acts unawares on Shabbat is exempt: 
Rabbi Shimon Shezuri and Rabbi Shimon say: Rabbi Eliezer and 
Rabbi Yehoshua did not disagree with regard to a case involving a 
matter where his lack of knowledge involves items from one cate- 
gory, as in that case they both agree he is liable. Rather, they dis- 
agree with regard to a case involving a matter where his lack of 
knowledge involves items from two categories, as in that case 
Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable to bring a sin offering, and Rabbi 
Yehoshua deems him exempt. 


Rav Oshaya continues: And with regard to Rabbi Yehuda, about 
what matter is he saying that they disagree? If you say he maintains 
that they disagree in a case where one intended to pick grapes and 
he picked figs, or to pick black ones and he picked white ones, that 
is problematic. Rav Oshaya explains: Grapes and figs, black ones 
and white ones, what are they? Aren't they two categories? If so, 
this is identical to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Shimon 
Shezuri, who say that Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua disagree 
specifically with regard to a mistake involving two categories. If so, 
what is Rabbi Yehuda coming to teach us? 


Rav Oshaya concludes: Rather, is it not correct to say that that the 
difference between them is the halakha concerning one who per- 
forms a transgression while acting unawares?" As Rabbi Yehuda 
holds that one who acts unawares when committing a transgression 
is liable, and Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Shimon Shezuri hold that 
one who acts unawares when committing a transgression is exempt. 
If so, the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda refutes Shmuel’s statement that 
all agree that one who acts unawares while performing a prohibited 
labor on Shabbat is exempt. 


The Gemara answers: No, this is not a refutation. In fact, everyone 
agrees that one who acts unawares is exempt. The difference 
between the opinions involves a case where the picker lost his train 
of thought. He initially intended to pick one item, then he forgot and 
thought that he wanted a different item, and subsequently he unwit- 
tingly picked the item he had initially intended to pick. And here it 
is with regard to this matter that they disagree: As Rabbi Shimon 
Shezuri holds that when the picker forgot his initial train of thought 
and instead thought he wanted a different fruit, and both fruits are 
of one category, all agree he is liable if he ends up unwittingly 
picking the fruit he initially intended to pick. 


NOTES 


Rather. ..the difference between them is one who performs 
a transgression while acting unawares — XD PDYIND.. xy 
yma: Although Rav Oshaya suggests that this is the subj ect of 
their disagreement, the Gemara does not explain how this fits 
into their statements in the mishna. Rashi states that Rav Oshaya 
understands the opinion of Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Shimon 
Shezuri in the same manner in which Shmuel interpreted the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda earlier (19b), i.e., that the picker lost his 
train of thought. He intended to pick one fruit, forgot his intention 
and thought that he wanted a different fruit, and in the end he 
mistakenly picked the fruit he initially intended. 

Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable, while Rabbi Yehoshua renders 
him exempt when his mistake involves two categories of fruit, but 
not with two fruits of the same category. But in a case where one 
simply acts unawares and picks a different fruit than the one he 
had intended, both agree he is exempt, even when his mistake 
involves fruit of one category. By contrast, Rabbi Yehuda holds 


that all agree that one who acts unawares and picked a fruit of 
one category is liable. Rabbi Yehoshua deems him exempt only 
in a case where he acted unawares and mistakenly picked a fruit 
of a different category. 

Some commentaries ask why Rav Oshaya does not explain 
their opinions in the opposite manner, i.e., that it is Rabbi Yehuda 
who maintains that all agree that one who acts unawares is 
exempt. They explain that Rabbi Yehuda’s statement: Even if one 
unwittingly intended to pick figs and he picked grapes, cannot 
be explained as referring to a case where the person lost his train 
of thought as easily as Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Shimon Shezuri’s 
less specific statement can be explained. Consequently, it is more 
reasonable to explain that their statement is referring to where the 
person lost his train of thought, whereas Rabbi Yehuda is dealing 
with one who acts unawares (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Tosafot; 
see also Tosafot). 
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HALAKHA 


Rava said, etc. — 3) WAX 31: If one intended to pick grapes 
on Shabbat, followed by figs, and instead he picked figs and 
then grapes, although he accomplished all that he intended, 
he is nevertheless exempt, as it was not accomplished in 
the manner that he planned. This is due to the principle 
that the Torah prohibits only planned, constructive labor on 
Shabbat. The halakha follows the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, 
in accordance with Rava's interpretation (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:9). 


He intended to extinguish this one and instead extin- 
guished that one, etc. — 15) it ng 7231 ft MY Nias pan: 
If one had before him two candles that were either both 
kindled or both extinguished and he intended to extinguish 
or light one and instead he extinguished or lit the other, he is 
liable, as he accomplished the prohibited labor that he had 
intended to perform. This halakha is based on the baraita, in 
accordance with the variant reading of the first clause that 
he is liable. The Ra‘avad holds that if he intended to light 
one but lit the other instead, he is exempt, in accordance 
with the opinion of Shmuel that one who acts unawares is 
exempt. The case in which the Ra‘avad agrees he is liable is 
if he intended to light both, but he reversed his intended 
order and first lit the candle that he meant to light second 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:10 and Lehem 
Mishne there). 


To light and then extinguish — niaz PYTT: If one 
intended to light one candle and then to extinguish a sec- 
ond, but instead he extinguished the first and subsequently 
lit the second, he is exempt. If he extinguished one and lit 
the other simultaneously, he is liable. Although he did not 
perform the lighting first, as he had intended, nevertheless 
he also did not follow the extinguishing with lighting, as he 
did both at the same time (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 1:11). 
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When do Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua disagree? They dis- 
agree with regard to a case involving two categories, i.e., when the 
picker forgot his initial thought and instead thought he required a 
fruit of a different category. By contrast, Rabbi Yehuda holds that 
there is no difference between a case of one category and a case of 
two categories: In both cases they disagree, as Rabbi Yehoshua 
rules he is exempt because his action did not follow his current 
intention. But in a case where one acts fully unawares, all agree he 
is exempt. 


The Gemara cites another answer: Rava said" that the difference 
between them is with regard to a case where one intended to per- 
form two transgressions in a specific order and he mistakenly per- 
formed the second transgression first. According to Rabbi Shimon 
and Rabbi Shimon Shezuri, Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua 
disagree with regard to a situation where one intended to pick two 
fruits of two different categories and he unwittingly picked them in 
the reverse order. In such a case Rabbi Yehoshua holds he is exempt. 
But when he intended to pick two pieces of fruit of the same cate- 
gory and he unwittingly reversed the order, Rabbi Yehoshua agrees 
he is liable. According to Rabbi Yehuda, whether the case involves 
one category or two categories, in both instances Rabbi Yehoshua 
holds that he is exempt. 


With regard to Rava’s explanation, the Gemara cites a baraita that 
supports the claim that if one intended to perform two prohibited 
labors in one order and mistakenly reversed the order, he is exempt. 
And it is taught: If someone had before him two long candles that 
were lit," and he intended to extinguish this one and instead he 
extinguished that one," or if he intended to light this one and 
instead he lit that one, he is exempt. But in a case where he intended 
to light one and then extinguish" the other, and instead he drew 
a breath and blew the flame from one candle to the other, as he 
accomplished his intention and extinguished one and lit the other, 
albeit with one breath, he is liable. This indicates that ifhe had not 
performed the two acts simultaneously, but in the reverse order, he 
is exempt. 


NOTES 


Rava said — Wax% X37: Rashi explains that according to Rava, 
the dispute between Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Shimon Shezuri 
on the one hand and Rabbi Yehuda on the other applies in a 
case where one intended to perform the same prohibited labor 
twice, with two different items, and he ended up reversing his 
intended order. According to Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Shimon 
Shezuri, Rabbi Yehoshua maintains he is exempt in a case involv- 
ing two categories, whereas Rabbi Yehuda holds that Rabbi 
Yehoshua deems him exempt even when the reversed order 
occurred in a case involving two fruits of the same category. 

In light of the baraita cited later on, the Rosh explains that 
heir dispute applies in a case where one intended to perform 
wo separate labors and mistakenly reversed the order. For 
example, he meant to light a new fire and then to extinguish 
an existing flame, and instead he reversed the order. According 
o Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Shimon Shezuri, Rabbi Yehoshua 
deems him exempt in such a case. According to Rabbi Yehuda, 
Rabbi Yehoshua deems him exempt even when he intended 
o perform the same prohibited labor twice and ended up 
reversing the order. For example, he intended to pick grapes 
and afterward figs, or even if he intended to pick black figs 
and instead picked white figs. In both of those cases Rabbi 
Yehoshua deems him exempt, because his initial intention was 
not fulfilled. 


If someone had before him two long candles that were lit, 
etc. — 13) NisNK mipbin Faia Kai "27 w: Rashi explains that 
the first clause in the baraita is referring to a standard case of 
one who acts unawares, as he intended to light one candle and 
instead lit another, and he is therefore exempt, in accordance 


with the opinion of Shmuel. The continuation of the baraita 
provides support for the opinion of Rava, as the halakha is that 
if one intended to light one candle and afterward to extinguish 
another but instead he first extinguished and afterward lit, he 
is exempt. This is consistent with Rava’s opinion that one who 
reverses the intended order is exempt. 

There is a variant reading of the baraita in which the halakha 
taught in the first clause is that if an individual wanted to ligh 
one candle and instead lit another, he is liable. The commentar- 
ies explain that this is referring to a case where he reversed his 
intended order (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Ra‘avad). 
The halakha stated later in the baraita, that one who reversed 
his intended order is exempt, is referring to a case where he 
reversed two different prohibited labors, whereas in the firs 
clause he intended to perform the same labor with two dif- 
ferent items and he performed them in the reverse order. This 
version apparently represents Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion in the 
mishna that when dealing with a mistake involving two items 
of one category there is no exemption for acting unawares, 
as he said: | wonder if Rabbi Yehoshua deemed him exempt 
in that case. 

In a third version of the baraita, the ruling in the first clause 
is that he is liable, but it involves a standard case where one 
acted unawares, not that he reversed the intended order (see 
Rambam). This is consistent with the opinion of Rava (19a), 
who disagrees with Shmuel and maintains that the only case 
in which an individual is exempt for acting unawares is one 
where he intended to perform a permitted act and mistakenly 
performed a prohibited one (see Hok Natan). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


sayy NY cent TA Ixpws 
VAP | PYT KIT PAID 
TDPI- TWYN 193) niaz aipabs 
XPS KPK) NIT man aioa 
„Dapa xb TPT Yy 

anya xb nyny 


syn - naw png aning yarn 
sais yds ya piyaw 27 NKUN 
syn pity vata WDY 137 DWA 
na Dx TAJA MMW 9391 DAW 
A Poy NOS iA Me VYA 
KD- Pya niaz PDA KPTN 
psa np NIT NIN DAT INDT NYY 
ITNT NOT NIQYY KD - PYIT? 

anm 


AND WANT KII IN) NYDN 937 
"3 niby niaz mame paa 
KAP MAT NANDI ox VYATY 
2y) WS mw bpbpn 297 
TAY 3) DT TaN Pity II WYN 
SY INP DT VK aw Mpa pT 

Agha by sayy mayan x9 N3 


VON PAN TA NON IN PIRIDIN 
aN 


With regard to the last ruling, the Gemara asks: Isn't this obvious? 
Since he accomplished his act as he had intended, he is clearly liable. 
The Gemara answers that the ruling is necessary, lest you say: He 
did not actually perform the labors in accordance with his thought, 
as he wanted to light one initially and ultimately to extinguish the 
other, but when he performed the action, it might be considered 
as though he first extinguished one and ultimately lit the other. 
And therefore one might say he is exempt. Consequently, the baraita 
teaches us that although he did not perform the lighting first," as 
he had intended, nevertheless he also did not perform the lighting 
after the extinguishing, as they occurred simultaneously. Since his 
action did not entirely contradict his intention, he is liable. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: One who stokes coals on Shabbat" 
is liable to bring a sin offering. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says in 
the name of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok: He is liable to 
bring two sin offerings, because he extinguishes the upper coals 
that are moved to the bottom, due to lack of oxygen, and he ignites 
the bottom coals as he moves them to the top. The Gemara asks: 
What are we dealing with here? If it is a case where he intends to 
extinguish and kindle, what is the reason of the one who exempts 
him? Rather, it must be that he does not intend to kindle, but only 
to extinguish. If so, what is the reason of the one who deems him 
liable to bring two sin offerings? 


Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Hanina both say in explanation: The 
baraita is referring to a case where a blacksmith needed the coals on 
top and he therefore intended to extinguish the upper coals, and 
in order to do that he knew he would ignite" the bottom ones. The 
tanna’im disagree with regard to an undesired act of kindling on 
Shabbat, which is tantamount to a destructive act. As, the first 
tanna holds that one who produces an undesired or destructive 
outcome when he performs the labor of kindling is exempt, and 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says he is liable. And similarly, 
Rabbi Yohanan says: That disagreement was taught with regard 
to the case of a blacksmith.’ And Rabbi Yohanan says: Until it 
was taught that the case involves a blacksmith, the reason for this 
halakha was not revealed. 


Ami bar Avin and Rav Hananya bar Avin both say another 
explanation: 


NOTES 


Although he did not perform the lighting first, etc. — 713 
nD Op xb 922 aT: According to Rava's statement later in 
the Gemara (20b), the tanna'im here are debating whether in this 
case one is liable to bring one or two sin offerings. 


One who stokes coals on Shabbat, etc. — 131 nawa oma aping: 
The commentaries suggest different explanations of the precise 
case of stoking coals discussed in the baraita. Rashi explains that 
the stoker fills a shovel with coals from the bottom of the pile and 
places them on top. Others state that he takes the upper coals and 
places them on the ground in order to extinguish them (Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola). 


He intended to extinguish. ..he knew he would ignite - pan) 
vya.. niaz: According to Rashi, he did not intend to ignite the 


bottom ones, but was aware they would inevitably ignite. When 
the Gemara initially questioned the reasoning of the one who 
deems him liable, it was based on the assumption that the result- 
ing ignition was not inevitable (Arukh LaNer). Although generally 
one is liable for performing a labor that results from a permitted 
action when the prohibited outcome is inevitable, in this case, as 
he blacksmith requires only the coals on top and has no interest in 
igniting the dying bottom coals at all, it is considered a destructive 
indling, and therefore he is exempt. Others maintain he is exempt 
or a different reason: Although he did desire and intend to ignite 
he bottom coals in order to reduce them to ashes, as they are too 
small to be useful, the first tanna rules that he is exempt because 
his is by definition a destructive kindling (Rabbeinu Gershom 
eor HaGola; Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 


That disagreement was taught with regard to a 
blacksmith - sw na33: A blacksmith, whose job was 
o form metal tools and utensils, had to generate a 
arge amount of heat to facilitate the melting of the 
various metals with which he worked. To create such 
heat he would use charcoal. Combustible charcoal was 
ormed by burning wood coals and embers slowly, 
in order to dehydrate them. The charcoal produced 
was an excellent source of energy that provided twice 
he burning capability of standard dry wood, without 
much smoke or smell. The commentaries explain that 
he baraita is referring to a case where the blacksmith 
‘ook the larger coals from atop a wood pile which he 
required for making charcoal. The smaller embers at 
he bottom of the pile were not useful for this purpose, 
and therefore the blacksmith had no need for them. 


Blacksmiths working with burning charcoal 
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HALAKHA 


He intended both to extinguish and to kindle — pam) 
wya niaz: With regard to one who stokes a pile of 
coals on Shabbat, extinguishing the upper ones and 
igniting the bottom ones, if he intended to commit both 
ransgressions he is liable to bring two sin offerings. This 
ollows the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, 
who holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan 
hat the labor of kindling was singled out in the Torah in 
order to divide the various primary categories of labor, not 
o exempt one who performs that labor from the usual 
punishment (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 
7:12; Likkutei Halakhot). 


An unintentional act — jan pw 327: It is permitted 
o perform an action on Shabbat even if it may lead to 
a prohibited result, provided that there is no intention to 
achieve that result. But if one performs a permitted action 
and it is inevitable that a prohibited result will ensue, he is 
liable. If he does not stand to benefit from the prohibited 
result, some rule that it is permitted, while others maintain 
that although he is exempt from bringing a sin offering, it 
is nevertheless prohibited (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hil- 
khot Shabbat 1:5-6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 320:18). 


BACKGROUND 

Singled out to divide - nxx pond: The tanna‘im disagree 
as to the ramifications of the fact that the verse: “You shall 
not kindle a fire in any of your dwellings on the day of 
Shabbat” (Exodus 35:3), specifically singles out the act of 
kindling a fire from the rest of the thirty-nine prohibited 
categories of labor on Shabbat, which are derived via 
juxtaposition with the labors of the construction of the 
Tabernacle. Some tanna‘im maintain that this type of labor 
is singled out to teach the principle that one is liable to 
receive karet for violation of any one of the primary cat- 
egories of labor on Shabbat, and is likewise liable to bring 
multiple sin offerings for each primary category of labor 
violated unwittingly. Others contend that kindling was 
singled out to teach that this particular prohibition is less 
severe than the other categories of labor: Whereas the 
punishment for violation of any of the other categories 
of labor is karet, the prohibition against kindling a fire 
on Shabbat is not a capital crime, but is punished with 
lashes. 
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This is referring to a case where he intended both to extinguish and 

to kindle." The Torah singles out the labor of kindling on Shabbat, 
as it is written: “You shall not kindle fire in all your dwelling places 

on the day of Shabbat” (Exodus 35:3). The Sages disagree with regard 

to the interpretation of this verse. As the first tanna holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who says: Kindling was 

singled out from the general category of prohibited labors in order 
to teach that it is unlike other labors, teaching that it is a regular 
prohibition, i.e., itis punishable only with lashes and does not entail 

karet or stoning for an intentional transgression, or a sin offering for 
an unwitting transgression. Consequently, he is not liable to bring a 

sin offering for the kindling. 


And Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Natan, who says: Kindling was singled out in 
the Torah to divide’ the various primary categories of labor and to 
establish liability for the performance of each of them. According to 
this opinion, the prescribed punishments for kindling are the same 
as for the rest of the prohibited labors. 


Rava said" yet another explanation of the disagreement in the bara- 
ita: The difference between them involves a case where one intended 
to ignite the lower coals and subsequently extinguish the upper 
coals, and instead he extinguished the upper ones and ignited the 
lower ones simultaneously. Since he performed the extinguishing 
first and did not perform it after he ignited as he had intended, the 
first tanna rules he is liable to bring only one sin offering. By contrast, 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, maintains there is no exemption 
for performing the prohibited labors in a different sequence than 
intended. 


Rav Ashi said another explanation: The baraita is referring to a case 

where he intended to extinguish a flame and he was not aware that 
the bottom coals would be kindled. Rather, they ignited by them- 
selves, as he moved aside and extinguished the upper coals. And the 

first tanna holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
who says: If one commits an unintentional act," an action from 

which an unintended prohibited result ensues on Shabbat, as he 

did not intend to perform a prohibited labor, he is exempt. And 

Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, holds in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who says: One who commits an unin- 
tentional act from which a prohibited labor inadvertently results 

is liable. 


NOTES 


Rava said, etc. -= ^3) w2% N27: Rava's opinion here follows his 
opinion cited earlier on 20a, where he says that the category of 
one who acts unawares and is therefore exempt from bringing 
a sin offering includes a case where he intended to transgress 
two sins in a specific sequence, but reversed the order when he 
tried to implement his intention. The first tanna in the baraita 
holds like Rabbi Yehoshua in the mishna, and maintains that he is 
exempt. The early commentaries ask: If it is considered as though 
he acted unawares, he should be entirely exempt from bringing 
a sin offering. Why, then, does the first tanna rule that he must 
still bring one? Rashi answers, based on the Gemara on 20a, that 
although he did not perform the first transgression before the 
second as he had planned, nevertheless he did not act counter 
to his intention either, as he did not reverse the order but rather 


performed the transgressions simultaneously. Therefore, he must 
bring one sin offering. 

Others question this explanation, as it is still difficult to under- 
stand why he should be liable to bring only one sin offering. If 
he is considered to have fulfilled his intention by performing 
both actions simultaneously, then two sin offerings should be 
in order. Instead, these commentaries explain he was concerned 
only with the timing of one of the two prohibited actions. For 
example, he was concerned that the lower coals should be 
ignited sooner, but he did not care when the upper ones would 
be extinguished. Consequently, he is liable to bring one sin 
offering for extinguishing the upper ones, but not for igniting 
the lower ones, which he accidentally performed second (Shita 
Mekubbetzet). 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: Concerning one who stokes coals 
on Shabbat with the intention to move them in order to be warmed 
by them," and they ignited by themselves; it is taught in one 
baraita that he is liable and it is taught in another baraita that 
he is exempt. The Gemara explains: The reason for that which is 
taught in the first baraita, i.e., that he is liable, is that this tanna 
holds that one who performs a labor on Shabbat that is not neces- 
sary for its own sake, i.e., he performs the labor for a purpose other 
than the direct result of the action, is held liable for it. And the 
reason for that which is taught in the second baraita, i.e., that he is 
exempt, is that he holds that one who performs a labor that is not 
necessary for its own sake is exempt from liability for it. 


HALAKHA 


One who stokes coals on Shabbat in order to be 
warmed by them, etc. - oanna> nawa ohm anina 
^D 072: If one stokes coals on Shabbat intending to 
warm himself and as a result they ignited of their own 
accord, according to the Rambam he is liable to bring 
two sin offerings, as he rules in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Shabbat 29b) that one who 
performs a labor which is not necessary for its own sake 
is liable. Others disagree and hold in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon that one who performs a 
labor which is not necessary for its own sake is exempt 
(Rabbeinu Hananel; Ra‘avad). This is also the ruling of the 
Shulhan Arukh. Nevertheless, all agree that such a labor 
is prohibited by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 7:12). 
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This chapter enumerated the halakhot of two related offerings, the sin offering and 
the provisional guilt offering. The two main topics discussed were the cases in which 
one is obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering, and the nature of the unwitting 
sin for which one is obligated to bring a sin offering. 


For every sin that renders one liable to bring a sin offering in the case of a known 
transgression, he is liable to bring a provisional guilt offering for an uncertain trans- 
gression. An individual is obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering only if there 
are two possibilities or items before him, one permitted and the other forbidden, e.g., 
two pieces of fat, one forbidden and the other permitted, and he ate one of them; 
or two women, one of whom was permitted to him and the other forbidden, and he 
engaged in intercourse with one of them; or if he is unsure whether he performed 
labor on Shabbat or on the following day. If there was only one piece of fat before 
him, he is not liable. Several reasons are suggested for this ruling. The one accepted 
by halakha is that in such a case the prohibition has not been established. If the 
prohibition was initially established, then even if a dog first ate one of the pieces, one 
who eats the second piece is liable to bring a provisional guilt offering. 


The obligation to bring a provisional guilt offering is similar in form to the obligation 
to bring a sin offering. Just as one who ate several pieces of forbidden fat in a single 
lapse of awareness is liable to bring only one sin offering, so too, if one ate several 
pieces of questionable fat in one lapse of awareness he is liable to bring a single 
provisional guilt offering. Similarly, just as in the case of a sin offering, if one became 
aware that he had eaten forbidden fat between each instance of consumption, he is 
liable to bring a separate sin offering for each instance, so too, if one who ate fat of 
questionable status was made aware of this fact between each instance of consump- 
tion, he must bring a provisional guilt offering for each act. 


If one brings a provisional guilt offering for an uncertain transgression and later 
discovers that he did, in fact, commit a transgression, he is required to bring a sin 
offering. By contrast, in a case where he became aware that the status of the piece 
was questionable and then ate another questionable piece, if he eventually discov- 
ers that the pieces were in fact forbidden, his awareness of their questionable status 
between each act of consumption does not render him liable to bring more than one 
sin offering. This is because only definite awareness divides one’s acts and renders 
him liable to bring a sin offering for each act. 


One brings a provisional guilt offering for a case of uncertainty only ifhe is uncertain 
whether he committed a transgression that would render him liable to bring a sin 
offering. If he certainly committed a transgression, but he does not know which one, 
he is exempt from bringing a provisional guilt offering, as it is stated with regard 
to this offering: “And if anyone sin...though he does not know it” (Leviticus 5:17), 


Summary of 
Perek IV 
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and in this case he does know that he sinned. The question of whether he brings a 
standard sin offering in such a case is subject to a dispute between tanna’im. The 
conclusion is that he does not bring a sin offering, as the verse states with regard to 
this offering: “If his sin... be known to him” (Leviticus 4:23), and in this case the 
exact sin in unknown to him. 


Just as one must know his precise transgression in order for him to be liable to bring 
a sin offering, he likewise brings a sin offering only if he intended the specific action 
that he performed. If he accomplished his intended action but unwittingly com- 
mitted a transgression because he thought it was permitted, he is liable. If he acted 
unawares, he is exempt. 


The concept of acting unawares was discussed at length in this chapter, and various 
opinions were stated with regard to the definition of such an action. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion that even if one intended to perform a transgression 
and eventually performed that very same transgression with a completely different 
item than he had initially intended, he is exempt. For example, ifhe intended to pick 
grapes on Shabbat and instead he accidentally picked figs, he is exempt. He is also 
exempt in a case where he planned to commit two transgressions in a specific order, 
but in practice he reversed the order. Moreover, even if one committed a transgres- 
sion with the item that he had initially intended, but while performing the action he 
temporarily forgot his initial intention and was intending to use a different item, he 
is exempt. Nevertheless, when both items are of the same category he is liable even 
if he had initially intended to use a different item. 


In the course of discussing the principle of one who acts unawares, the Gemara 
clarified that this exemption applies to the halakhot of Shabbat. The reason is that 
the Torah prohibited only planned, constructive labor on Shabbat. An act of labor 
that is not intended, or whose result is unintended, is not included in this category. 
By contrast, in the case of one who eats forbidden foods or engages in forbidden 
sexual intercourse, he is not exempt from the obligation to bring an offering for act- 
ing unawares. In these cases, since he derives physical pleasure from these acts, he is 
liable despite the fact that his intention was unrealized. 


In addition to these main points in the chapter, the Gemara mentioned other related 
halakhot. These include the case of one who enters the Temple while ritually impure 
but without clear knowledge of his impure status, an analysis of the atonement one 
receives on Yom Kippur, and some clarification of the halakhot of Shabbat that are 
governed by the principle that the Torah prohibited only constructive labor on 
Shabbat. 
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And you shall consume no manner of blood, whether it is of 
bird or of animal, in any of your dwellings. Whoever con- 
sumes any blood, that soul shall be cut off from his people. 

(Leviticus 7:26-27) 
And any man there is of the house of Israel, or of the strang- 
ers that sojourn among them, who consumes any manner of 
blood, I will set My face against that soul that consumes blood, 
and will cut him off from among his people. For the soul of 
the flesh is in the blood; and I have given it to you upon the 
altar to make atonement for your souls; for it is the blood that 
atones for the soul. 

(Leviticus 17:10-11) 


The first part of this chapter seeks to define the prohibition against consuming blood, 
which is listed at the beginning of the tractate among the prohibitions punishable by 
karet. There are two primary areas that must be clarified in this regard: First, which 
kinds of living things are included in this prohibition? Is the prohibition limited to 
the consumption of the blood of birds and mammals, which are mentioned in the 
verse, or is the blood of other kinds of creatures also included, and if so, which kinds 
of creatures? 


Second, the Torah states that the reason blood is forbidden to be consumed is that 
“the soul of the flesh is in the blood” (Leviticus 17:11). This raises the question of 
whether there is a distinction between the blood that spurts out as the animal dies, 
and the blood that emerges later. Is one liable to receive karet for consuming the latter 
type of blood or only the former type? With regard to both of these areas of inquiry, 
the common denominator is the following question: Is there blood that is forbidden 
for consumption, but for which one is not liable to receive karet if he consumed it 
intentionally, and for which one is not liable to bring a sin offering if he consumed 
it unwittingly? 

The chapter continues with an examination of the provisional guilt offering and the 
transgressions for which it is brought. Is this guilt offering sacrificed only in a case 
where it is uncertain whether one committed a sin that would cause liability to bring 
a sin offering, or does it apply with regard to other prohibitions as well? The main 
discussion in this regard appears in the next chapter; the focus of the analysis in this 
chapter is on the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property, which does not 
render one liable to bring a sin offering. This prohibition is of particular relevance 
in the context of the provisional guilt offering, for two reasons: First, the passage 
pertaining to the guilt offering for misuse of consecrated property is written in the 
Torah adjacent to the passage about the provisional guilt offering. Second, the guilt 
offering for misuse of consecrated property, like the sin offering, is brought only for 
an unwitting transgression. 


The last section of the chapter deals with special cases where there is uncertainty 
about which one of two individuals violated a prohibition. For example, if there 
were two pieces of meat, only one of which was prohibited, and each person ate one 
piece but it is not known who ate the forbidden piece, the following question arises: 
Are the individuals treated separately and each is liable to bring a provisional guilt 
offering, or can they bring a single sin offering together and stipulate that it should 
be considered to have been brought by the one who ate the forbidden piece? These 
issues and more are discussed in this chapter. 
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If one consumed an olive-bulk of blood" that 
MISHNA 


spurted during the slaughter of a domesti- 
cated animal, an undomesticated animal, or a bird, whether it is 
a kosher or non-kosher species; or if one consumed blood that 
flowed after stabbing an animal or killing it in a manner other than 
by ritual slaughter, or blood that spurted after ripping the animal's 
windpipe or gullet,’ or blood that spurted during bloodletting’ 
with which the soul departs, one is liable to receive karet for con- 
suming it intentionally or to bring a sin offering for consuming it 
unwittingly. 


But with regard to blood of the spleen," blood of the heart, blood 
of eggs, blood of grasshoppers, or blood of exudate [tamtzit],'" 
i.e., that oozes from the neck of the animal after the initial spurt of 
its slaughter concludes, one is not liable for consuming it. Rabbi 
Yehuda deems one liable in the case of blood of exudate. 


C EMARA The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse 

states: “And you shall consume no manner 
of blood” (Leviticus 7:26). I would derive from here that even with 
regard to the blood of bipeds, i.e., human beings, and the blood of 
eggs, the blood of grasshoppers, and the blood of fish, all these are 
included in the prohibition against consuming blood. Therefore, the 
verse states: “Whether it is of bird or of animal” (Leviticus 7:26)." 


Blood that spurted after ripping the animal's windpipe or gul- 
let - pY DT: According to some commentaries, this term refers 
to one of the five disqualifications of ritual slaughter known as 
ripping. It involves the ripping from their place of the two organs 
that must be severed in ritual slaughter, i.e., the windpipe and 
the gullet, called the simanim. Some commentaries maintain 
that one cannot explain this term in its usual manner here, as the 
act of ripping the simanim by itself does not kill the animal, and 


If one consumed an olive-bulk of blood - 04 bow: One who 
intentionally consumed an olive-bulk of blood is liable to receive 
karet; if he consumed it unwittingly, he brings a fixed sin offering. 
One is liable for the consumption of blood only if it is from a 
domesticated animal, an undomesticated animal, or a bird, and 
one is liable whether the animal or bird is kosher or non-kosher. 
Furthermore, one is liable to receive karet only for blood that 
spurted during slaughter or that flowed after the stabbing of an 
animal, or the blood that flowed after the beheading of an animal, 
as long as the blood is reddish. One is liable for the consumption 
of blood that flowed during bloodletting as long as it is spurting 
out (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:1, 3). 


Blood of the spleen, etc. - 151 binwa ot: One is not liable to 
receive karet for the consumption of blood of the limbs, e.g., 
blood of the spleen; blood of the kidneys; blood of eggs, i.e., the 
testicles of a male (Maggid Mishne); the blood that collects in 
the heart at the time of slaughter; and blood found in the liver. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


therefore this is not blood with which the soul departs, which 
is the only blood for which one is liable for its consumption. 
Rather, the mishna is referring to the blood of slaughter after rip- 
ping. Others maintain that the ripping mentioned here involves 
slaughtering with a damaged knife while tearing the simanim 
(Tosefot Yom Tov). The Rambam (Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 6:3) indicates that this ripping means the severing of the 
animal’s head (Shoshannim LeDavid). 


However, one is liable to be flogged (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:4; see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 67:1). 


Blood of exudate — myn 07: One is not liable to receive karet 
for blood of exudate, in accordance with the opinion of the Rab- 
bis (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:4). 


Whether it is of bird or of animal, etc. — 131 manah ayh: One 
is liable for the consumption of blood only if it is from a domes- 
icated animal, an undomesticated animal, or a bird, whether 
osher or non-kosher, in accordance with the verse: “And you 
shall consume no manner of blood, whether it is of bird or of 
animal [behema], in any of your dwellings” (Leviticus 7:26). The 
erm “behema" includes both domesticated and undomesticated 
animals (see Deuteronomy 14:4-5). One is not liable for consum- 
ing the blood of fish, grasshoppers, repugnant creatures, crawl- 
ing things, or human beings (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Blood that spurted during bloodletting - mp7 07: For 
many generations physicians believed that bloodletting 
was a powerful and effective remedy, both as a cure 
and as a general preventative therapy that would keep 
a person healthy. During talmudic times such treatments 
were commonplace, both for people and for animals. At 
various times, bloodletting was the accepted treatment 
for almost all ailments. 

Today it is well established that bloodletting is not 
effective for most diseases. The only remaining condition 
for which it is used is polycythemia vera, a disease where 
the body produces too many red blood cells. Among the 
symptoms of this illness are bleeding gums, excessive 
bleeding from ordinary cuts and bruises, and a reddish 
skin color. 


Bloodletting depicted on an ancient Greek urn 


LANGUAGE 
Exudate [tamtzit] - mxian: In the language of the 
Mishna, this refers to the leftover liquid after the major- 
ity has been spilled out, or the remainder after squeez- 
ing the juice from an item. In modern Hebrew, the 
word is used to denote the essence or concentrate of 
a substance. 
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NOTES 


A light form of ritual impurity and a severe form 
of impurity — Tyan maw Ayp mw: A light form 
of ritual impurity and a severe form of ritual impurity 
are relative terms, whose precise meanings change in 
accordance with the context. Here the light form of 
ritual impurity is the impurity of foods. This is considered 
a light form despite the fact that this impurity applies 
by Torah law, as these foods do not transmit impurity to 
people and vessels in the manner of a primary source 
of ritual impurity. Even with regard to other foods they 
transmit impurity by rabbinic law, not Torah law. The 
severe form of ritual impurity is a primary source of 
impurity, e.g., an animal carcass or a human corpse. 


Perek V 
Daf21 Amuda 


NOTES 


| will exclude the blood of creeping animals - xxix 
yW D7: The reference to creeping animals, which do 
not have a severe form of impurity, means that even 
those creeping animals listed in the Torah (see Leviti- 
cus 11:29-30), which transmit impurity to vessels and 
animals when dead, do so only by direct contact. But 
unlike an animal carcass, they do not render impure 
those who carry them. Furthermore, when they do 
transmit impurity to a person his garments do not 
become impure, as is the case with one who carries an 
animal carcass or who has meat from an unslaughtered 
carcass of a kosher bird in his throat (Shita Mekubbetzet, 
citing Tosafot). 


| will also exclude the blood of eggs as they are not 
a type of meat, etc. - Wa pn PR DD OF NYIN 
"131: The reference here is to the blood of eggs found 
in a chicken, as these eggs are not considered a type of 
meat. Although it is taught in a baraita that the blood of 
eggs is prohibited in consumption (Hullin 64b), Tosafot 
here explain that the prohibition is a rabbinic decree 
o prevent the consumption of the blood of the chicken 
rom where the eggs came. Alternatively, Tosafot sug- 
gest that the blood that is prohibited is the blood on 
he knot, which is the location from which the embryo 
begins to develop. The presence of that blood indicates 
he start of fertilization, and it therefore is considered a 
ype of meat, and is forbidden by Torah law. 
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The baraita explains the derivation from the verse: Just as birds and 

animals are unique in that they have the capacity for both a light 

form of ritual impurity, if they become impure after they are slaugh- 
tered, in which case they are considered impure food, and a severe 

form ofimpurity," if they die without valid ritual slaughter, and they 
have the possibility of being forbidden or permitted, and they are 

a type of meat, so too, everything that has the capacity for both a 

light form of impurity and a severe form of ritual impurity, and has 

the possibility of being forbidden or permitted, and is a type of meat, 
is included in the prohibition. 


I will therefore exclude the blood of bipeds, as they have the capac- 
ity for a severe form of ritual impurity, i.e., the impurity ofa corpse, 
but they do not have the capacity for a light form of ritual impurity, 
since the halakhot of the impurity of food do not apply to the 
human body. 


I will likewise exclude the blood of creeping animals,” which do 
not have a severe form of ritual impurity. Impurity transmitted to 
a person by the carcass of a creeping animal does not render clothing 
impure, whereas impurity transmitted by the carcass of an animal 
or bird does render one’s clothing impure. I will also exclude the 
blood of eggs, as they are not a type of meat,” and finally I will 
exclude the blood of fish and the blood of grasshoppers, as they 
are entirely permitted, as explained on 21b. 


The baraita continues: The verse states: “And you shall consume no 

manner of blood, whether it is of bird or of animal, in any of your 
dwellings” (Leviticus 7:26). The verse mentions both “bird” and 

“animal,” because if the verse had stated only “bird,” one might have 
said that just as a bird is a creature concerning which the prohibi- 
tion of diverse kinds does not apply, as will be explained, so too, 
the prohibition against consuming blood applies only to an animal 
concerning which the prohibition of diverse kinds does not apply, 
whereas the blood of other animals is not forbidden. Therefore, the 

verse states: “Or of animal.” 


And if the verse had mentioned only “animal,” one might have said 
that just as an animal is not included in the prohibition against 
taking the mother bird with her young (see Deuteronomy 22:6-7), 
so too, a bird whose blood is forbidden is that which is not included 
in the prohibition against taking the mother bird with the young, 
i.e., non-kosher birds, whereas the blood of kosher birds is permitted. 
Therefore, the verse states: “Whether it is of bird or of animal.” 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But say that the verse should be 
interpreted as follows: The phrase “no manner of blood” is a gen- 
eralization, and the mention of “bird or animal” is a detail. This is 
a generalization and a detail, and the hermeneutical principle in 
such cases is that the generalization includes only what is men- 
tioned in the detail. Consequently, with regard to a bird and an 
animal, yes, it is prohibited to consume their blood, but with regard 
to anything else, the prohibition does not apply. 
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The Gemara explains that when the next verse states: “Whoever con- 
sumes any blood, that soul shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 

7:27), it then generalized again. Therefore, this is a case ofa generaliza- 
tion, and a detail, and a generalization, in which case the relevant 

hermeneutical principle dictates that you may deduce that the verse is 

referring only to items similar to the detail. Accordingly, the verse 

includes everything that has the following three components, as stated 

above: The capacity for both a light form of ritual impurity and a severe 

form of ritual impurity; the possibility of being forbidden or permitted; 

and categorization as a type of meat. 


The Gemara objects: But the last generalization is not similar to the 
first generalization. The first generalization, where it states: “You shall 
consume no manner of blood,’ indicates a regular prohibition, punish- 
able by lashes, whereas the last generalization, where it states: “That 
soul shall be cut off from his people,’ indicates that the prohibition is 
punishable by karet. Consequently, the hermeneutical principle for 
cases of a generalization, a detail, and a generalization should not apply. 


The Gemara responds: This tanna, whose opinion is recorded in this 
baraita, is of the school of Rabbi Yishmael, who maintains that we 
expound generalizations and details even in a case like this, even 
though the last generalization is not similar to the first generalization. 


The Gemara further analyzes the baraita. The Master said that there is 

a generalization, and a detail, and a generalization, and therefore you 

may deduce that the verse is referring only to items similar to the 

detail. Just as the detail is explicit in that it is referring to an item that 

has the capacity for both a light form of impurity and a severe form of 
impurity, and it has the possibility of being forbidden or permitted, 
and it is a type of meat, so too, every item that has the capacity for 
both a light form of ritual impurity and a severe form of ritual impu- 
rity, and has the possibility of being forbidden or permitted, and is a 

type of meat, is included in the prohibition against consuming blood. 


The Gemara asks: What does this phrase: So too every item, which the 
baraita teaches, serve to include beyond birds and animals, which are 
mentioned explicitly in the verse? After all, the blood of human beings, 
creeping animals, fish, and grasshoppers have already been excluded 
from the prohibition. 


Rav Adda bar Avin said: It serves to include the blood of a koy," an 
animal that is not definitively categorized as either a domesticated 
animal or an undomesticated animal. The Gemara asks: What does 
Rav Adda bar Avin maintain in this regard? If he maintains that a 
koy is an uncertain case, is a verse necessary to teach the halakha ina 
case of uncertainty?’ Rather, Rav Adda bar Avin maintains that the 
koy is a distinct entity," i.e. it is not in the category of domesticated 
animals or undomesticated animals, and therefore its halakha must 
be taught. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the prohibition against con- 
suming the blood of a koy. From where do we derive that its fat is also 
forbidden? The Gemara answers that this is derived from the verse: 
“You shall not eat any [kol] fat” (Leviticus 7:23). The additional word 
“kol” serves to include the fat of a koy as being forbidden. The Gemara 
inquires further: From where do we derive that its carcass is prohib- 
ited? The Gemara answers that this is derived from the verse: “You shall 
not eat any [kol] animal carcass” (Deuteronomy 14:21). Here too, the 
additional word “kol” serves to include the carcass of a koy as being 
prohibited. 


HALAKHA 


Koy - %13: The koy is the offspring of a kosher domesticated 
animal and a non-kosher domesticated animal. Since the Sages 
were uncertain with regard to its status, they imposed both 
the stringencies of a domesticated animal and those of a non- 
domesticated animal. Consequently, the prohibition of forbidden 


fat applies to this animal; one must cover its blood, but without 
reciting a blessing for this act; and the prohibition against con- 
sumption of the sciatic nerve applies (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:13 and see also Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Yom Tov 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 28:3, 64:1, 65:6, 80:6). 


NOTES 


Is a verse necessary to teach the halakha in a case 
of uncertainty - xDD ond NP PosK: Rashi here 
explains the question in the narrow context of a koy: It 
does not matter whether it is a domesticated or undo- 
mesticated animal, as in either case one is liable for 
consuming its blood. But a similar question elsewhere 
(Bekhorot 41b) is explained by Rashi as a more funda- 
mental inquiry: Would the verse address such an issue? 
After all, there is no uncertainty before God. Tosafot 
on Bekhorot 41b state that although the Torah does 
occasionally provide instruction on how to proceed in 
a case of uncertainty, e.g., an uncertainty involving the 
animal tithe, those instances involve an uncertainty due 
toachanging reality. Here, though, the status of the koy 
is a permanent uncertainty. 

Others explain the Gemara’s question here as fol- 
lows: There is no need for a verse to teach what to do in 
cases of uncertainty, as there are guiding principles for 
dealing with such situations. In those instances where a 
verse is interpreted as referring to a case of uncertainty, 
it is teaching which of those principles are operative in 
that particular case (Ramban on Hullin 22b). 


A distinct entity — sxy 393 m3: In other words, 
according to this tanna the status of the koy is not 
uncertain. Rather, it is definitely neither a domesticated 
nor an undomesticated animal, and its halakha must 
be addressed separately (Josafot). Tosafot note that 
the concept of a distinct entity has a different mean- 
ing in tractate Hullin (80a), where it is stated that a koy 
is a distinct entity and the Sages did not determine 
whether it has the status of an undomesticated animal 
or a domesticated animal. In that context, the Gemara is 
clearly saying that the koy is an uncertain case. 
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And this koy has a spoon [kaf] - 43 mb mx xm: The 
sciatic nerve is the nurvus ischiadicus, which runs down 
the back of the hind leg of an animal. According to Rashi, 
the flesh that forms a covering around the upper part 
of the thigh is called a kaf, a spoon, due to its convex 
shape. The structure of the thigh in animals, including the 
koy, is similar to that of people, with regard to which it is 


stated: “And the hollow [kaf] of Jacob's thigh was strained” 


(Genesis 32:26). In the case of birds, by contrast, the flesh 
that covers the thigh is not round but flat (see Hullin 89b). 


Path of the sciatic nerve through the hind leg of a cow 


One who cuts flesh from a person, etc. - pa ninn 
1) DIK: Flesh severed from the living is not impure, 
unlike a whole limb severed from the living. Consequently, 
the only form of impurity that can apply to this flesh is the 
impurity of food. This impurity can be transmitted to food 
or an item that one intended as food, either for himself or 
for others. It makes no difference for the purpose of this 
definition whether the food is permitted for consumption 
by halakha or not, or whether it is intended to be eaten 
by a Jew or a gentile. 
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The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that the sciatic nerve 
of a koy is prohibited? The Gemara answers that the Merciful One 
rendered the prohibition of the sciatic nerve dependent on the 
presence of the spoon of the thigh, as it is stated: “Therefore the 
children of Israel shall not eat the sciatic nerve which is upon the 
spoon of the thigh” (Genesis 32:33), and this koy has a spoon 
[kaf ]" of the thigh, i.e., a round protrusion of flesh in its thigh that 
is shaped like a spoon. 


The Gemara further asks: From where do we derive the impurity 
status of the carcass of a koy," and that ritual slaughter renders its 
meat permitted for consumption? The Gemara answers that these 
halakhot are derived by logical reasoning: From the fact that in all 
the matters mentioned above the Merciful One included the koy 
and rendered it like a domesticated animal, it is logical that the 
halakhot concerning its impurity and its slaughter are also like 
those concerning a domesticated animal. 


Q The Gemara continues to analyze the baraita. The Master said 
in the baraita: I will therefore exclude the blood of bipeds, as they 
have the capacity for a severe form of impurity, the impurity of a 
corpse, but they do not have the capacity for a light form of impu- 
rity, since the halakhot of the impurity of food do not apply to 
human flesh. But one can raise a contradiction from a mishna 
(Okatzin 3:2): With regard to one who cuts flesh from a living 
person" for food, there are two conditions under which it becomes 
impure with the impurity of food: First, the flesh requires intent 
to eat it or feed it to others, and second, it must be rendered sus- 
ceptible to impurity by coming into contact with water or 
one of the other six liquids that render food items susceptible 
to impurity. 


Before explaining the contradiction between this mishna and the 
baraita cited above, the Gemara seeks to clarify the mishna itself: 
And the following was difficult for us: Why do I need intent? Let 
his act of cutting serve as intent to eat the flesh. And Reish Lakish 
said: This is referring to one who cuts the flesh in order to feed it 
to a dog, and intent to feed it to a dog is not considered intent to 
use the flesh as food. 


The Gemara asks: And is intent to feed a dog not considered intent 
to use the flesh as food? But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Teharot 
8:6): The Sages stated a principle with regard to ritual impurity: 
With regard to any food that is assumed to be food designated for 
a person, once it becomes impure with the impurity of food, it 
remains impure until it is rendered unfit to be consumed by 
a dog?" 


HALAKHA 


The impurity of the carcass of a koy — intxmw: The fat of a 
koy transmits impurity like its flesh. Since its impurity is due to 
uncertainty, one does not burn teruma and sacrificial meat that 
became impure from a koy, and one who was rendered impure 
by the fat of a koy is not liable to receive karet for entering the 
Temple or eating sacrificial meat in that state (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 1:6). 


One who cuts flesh from a living person — DIN7 ya NINA: 
Flesh cut from a living person to be fed to the dogs requires 
intent to be eaten but does not require contact with liquid to 
be rendered susceptible to impurity. The Ra‘avad maintains that 
it does require contact with liquid to be rendered susceptible to 
impurity, as stated in the mishna in Okatzin 3:2, in accordance 


with the version of the mishna that appears here. The Mahari 
Kurkus explains that according to the Rambam it does require 
contact with liquid, but that contact does not have to occur after 
the intent to eat it (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 
3:9, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


Until it is rendered unfit to be consumed by a dog - -bpa w 
abp now: If ritually impure food is ruined to the extent that it 
isno longer fit for consumption by a dog, or if it as dry as a shard, 
it becomes ritually pure. If it is unfit for human consumption but 
would still be eaten by a dog, it retains its state of ritual impurity, 
as stated in the mishna in Teharot 8:6 (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 2:18). 
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The Gemara answers: That mishna is referring to removing impu- 
rity from it. Since the food was initially fit to be eaten by a person, 
its status ofimpurity cannot be removed from it until it is rendered 
unfit to be consumed by a dog. By contrast, here, with regard to 
one who cuts flesh, the mishna is referring to granting it susceptibil- 
ity to impurity. In this case, if it is fit for a person then it is fit for a 
dog, i.e. it is susceptible to the impurity of food; if it is not fit for 
a person, it is not fit for a dog, i.e. it is not susceptible to ritual 
impurity. 


The Gemara addresses the contradiction between the mishna in 
Teharot and the baraita cited above: In any case, that mishna teaches 
that human flesh requires intent, and intent is for a light form of 
ritual impurity, i.e., this requirement of intent is necessary only for 
the flesh to become susceptible to ritual impurity as a food item. This 
apparently contradicts the claim of the baraita that the impurity of 
food items does not apply to human flesh. The Gemara answers: 
This statement of the mishna that human flesh is susceptible to 
impurity as a food item applies while the person is alive. But after 
death his corpse is impure by a severe form of impurity and is no 
longer susceptible to impurity as a food item, and that is the meaning 
of the baraita. 


The Gemara objects: The baraita contrasts animals, which are sus- 
ceptible to both light and more severe forms of impurity, and people, 
who are susceptible only to severe ritual impurity, and the Gemara 
has explained the baraita as referring to a human being after death. 
But in the corresponding situation with regard to an animal after 
death, if one is referring to its meat, then it transmits impurity by 
a severe form of impurity, the impurity of a carcass, and if one is 
referring to its blood, it likewise transmits impurity by a severe 
form of ritual impurity, and not a light form of ritual impurity. 


As we learned in a mishna (Eduyyot 5:1): With regard to the blood 
of animal carcasses," Beit Shammai deem it pure, and Beit Hillel 
deem it impure just like the carcass itself, which transmits severe 
ritual impurity. Why, then, does the baraita differentiate between 
people and animals and indicate that dead animals are susceptible 
to a light form of ritual impurity? 


The Gemara answers: The statement of the baraita that animals 
are susceptible to a light form of impurity after death while people 
are not is necessary only for that which we learned in a mishna 
with regard to the impurity of food (Okatzin 3:3): A carcass of a 
non-kosher animal," e.g., a horse or donkey, found in any location, 
and likewise an unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird found in 
villages," where there are not many people and it is unlikely to be 
eaten, require express intent to be eaten in order for them to be 
considered food and susceptible to impurity of food. But they are 
not required to come into contact with a liquid in order to be 
rendered susceptible to impurity. 


NOTES 


A carcass of a non-kosher animal, etc. — 13) 7ga maga mha: 
Rashi on Bekhorot 10a explains that the carcass of a non-kosher 
animal is generally not considered food, as people find the meat 
of donkeys and horses repulsive and do not eat it (Melekhet 
Shlomo, citing Rabbi Yehosef Ashkenazi). By contrast, the carcass 
of a kosher animal, including one that was slaughtered improp- 
erly, is eaten by gentiles. With regard to the carcass of a bird, 
Rashi (Bekhorot 10a) states that villagers are typically poor and 
do not eat poultry, whereas marketplaces, which are in cities, are 
frequented by wealthier people who do eat such food. Elsewhere 
(see, e.g., Hullin 128a) Rashi adopts the opposite explanation, that 
in villages meat is readily available and therefore the inhabitants 
would not normally consume fowl, which is considered a lesser 


food in their eyes, whereas in marketplaces of cities there are 
people who eat poultry as well. 

The reason these foods do not require a liquid to come in con- 
tact with them in order to be rendered susceptible to impurity 
is because any item that will ultimately transmit a severe form 
of impurity does not require contact with a liquid. Therefore, 
the carcass of a non-kosher or kosher animal does not require 
contact with a liquid, as it transmits impurity to those who touch 
and carry it. The carcass of a kosher bird also does not require 
contact with a liquid, as it imparts impurity to the garments of a 
person who has an olive-bulk of it in his throat, but a non-kosher 
bird, which does not impart impurity in that case, does require 
contact with a liquid. 


HALAKHA 


The blood of animal carcasses — nia o7: The blood of 
an animal carcass does not transmit impurity as an animal 

carcass; rather, it is like other impure liquids, which do not 
impart impurity to people and vessels by Torah law. This 

halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Sham- 
mai, as Rabbi Yehoshua ben Beteira testified (Eduyyot 
8:1) that the halakha is in accordance with their opinion 

(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 1:4). 


A carcass of a non-kosher animal...and an unslaugh- 
tered carcass of a kosher bird in villages - maza mba 
papa Ww ANY mba. gAV: An olive-bulk of the car- 
cass of a non-kosher animal found anywhere or of the 
unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird found in villages 
does not require intent to eat it or contact with a liquid 
in order to transmit impurity, as these are primary sources 
of impurity. But if there was less than an olive-bulk of the 
carcass and one combined it with other food to form an 
egg-bulk of food, that food requires intent to eat it. Nev- 
ertheless, it does not require contact with a liquid, since if 
that piece of less than an olive-bulk were combined with 
others to form an olive-bulk, it would transmit a severe 
form of ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 3:3, 6). 
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Or forbidden fat found in marketplaces - m»p1wa bm: 
According to Rashi, this is referring to the forbidden fat of 
a kosher animal that was properly slaughtered. Intent is not 
required because it is eaten in marketplaces, and likewise 
does not require contact with liquid to be rendered sus- 
ceptible to impurity, since anything that will presumably 
be used as food is rendered susceptible to impurity by its 
slaughter. Others maintain that the reference is to the fat 
of the carcass of a non-kosher animal, and the reason why 
does not require contact with liquid to be rendered sus- 
ceptible to impurity is because it transmits impurity like the 
flesh of that carcass, which is not the case with regard to the 
carcass of a kosher animal. 


HALAKHA 


The carcass of a kosher animal...a kosher bird, etc. - nba 
931 VTA Aly... maga: The carcass of a kosher animal 
ound anywhere and the unslaughtered carcass of a kosher 
bird and the forbidden fat of a kosher animal found in the 
cities do not require intent in order to be classified as human 
ood, and they do not require contact with liquid in order to 
become susceptible to impurity of food. The reason is that 
hese will ultimately transmit impurity to people and vessels 
when there is a minimum quantity of an olive-bulk, and any- 
hing that will transmit a severe form of ritual impurity does 
not require contact with liquid to be rendered susceptible 
o impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 3:3, 
and see Kesef Mishne there). 


Perek V 
Daf21 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


Because his intention is rendered irrelevant — mwa own 
iny: Less than an olive-bulk of a human corpse that was 
completed to an egg-bulk by means of other foods requires 
intent to become impure by the impurity of food, as most 
people do not eat it. It does not require contact with a liquid 
to become susceptible to impurity, as it contains the flesh of 
the dead. The Ra'avad maintains that his intent is ineffective 
in this case, and it does not combine with food to form 
the amount of an egg-bulk, as his intention to consume 
it is rendered irrelevant by the opinions of all other people, 
who do not eat the flesh of the dead (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 3:7). 
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By contrast, the carcass of a kosher animal anywhere, and the 
unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird" or forbidden fat found 
in marketplaces,” will presumably be eaten, and therefore they 
require neither intent to be eaten nor contact with liquid in order 
to be rendered susceptible to impurity. 


And Rav said to Rabbi Hiyya: Why do I need intent for a carcass 
to be eaten so that it will be considered food and therefore suscep- 
tible to the impurity of food, which is a light form of ritual impu- 
rity? After all, the carcass itselfis already impure with a severe form 
of impurity. Rabbi Hiyya said to Rav: It is necessary for a case 
where there is less than an olive-bulk of the carcass, which is not 
susceptible to the impurity of a carcass, and one combined it with 
less than an egg-bulk of food, so that this and that together are an 
egg-bulk, which is the minimum amount of food that is susceptible 
to food impurity. 


Rav raised a difficulty to Rabbi Hiyya: If so, that less than an olive- 
bulk of an animal carcass does not transmit impurity, it should also 
require contact with a liquid in order to be rendered susceptible 
to impurity as a food. As the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught that 
with regard to the impurity of foods, the verse states: “Upon any 
sowing seed which is to be sown” (Leviticus 11:37), which teaches: 
Just as seeds are unique in that they will not ultimately become 
impure with a severe form of ritual impurity and they require 
contact with liquid in order to be rendered susceptible to impurity, 
so too, anything that will not ultimately become impure with a 
severe form of ritual impurity requires contact with liquid in order 
to be rendered susceptible to impurity. 


Rabbi Hiyya said to Rav: This statement applies to foods in gen- 
eral, which do not contain less than an olive-bulk of an animal 
carcass. But here, where the food does contain less than an olive- 
bulk of an animal carcass, the halakha is different: Since it would 
be impure with a severe form of ritual impurity if one were to add 
to the amount of animal carcass so that there would be a full olive- 
bulk, it does not require contact with a liquid in order to be ren- 
dered susceptible to impurity. In any case, this halakha that less 
than an olive-bulk of a carcass combines with less than an egg-bulk 
of food to equal a full egg-bulk that is susceptible to food impurity, 
applies only to the flesh of an animal, 


to the exclusion of less than an olive-bulk ofa human corpse. With 
regard to a human corpse, even if one completes its amount to an 
egg-bulk, it does not become impure by the impurity of food, 
because his intention is rendered irrelevant" by the opinions of all 
other people," since people do not eat human corpses. This explains 
why the baraita stated that animals are susceptible to light and 
severe forms of ritual impurity whereas people are susceptible only 
to severe ritual impurity. 


His intention is rendered irrelevant by the opinions of all 
other people - 01% bs byw inya Tyva: According to the 
Rambam, this clause is explaining why intent is necessary with 
regard to less than an olive-bulk of a human corpse that was 
combined with other foods to form the amount of an egg-bulk, 


NOTES 


especially as this is not the case with regard to an animal carcass. 
By contrast, according to the Ra'avad, since his intention is 
rendered irrelevant by the opinions of all other people, the 
impurity of food does not apply to a human corpse at all, even 
if one intended to eat it. 
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Rav Hananya said: With regard to the assertion that the carcass of a 
non-kosher animal becomes susceptible to the impurity of food only 
ifone intends to eat it, you may even say that the piece of the carcass 
is an olive-bulk. What are we dealing with here? We are dealing with 
a case where one covered it with less than an egg-bulk of dough." 
Since it is covered with dough the carcass cannot come into contact 
with anything else in order to transmit impurity to it, and since there 
is less than an egg-bulk of dough, the dough itself is not susceptible 
to the impurity of food. But if the carcass and the dough combined 
are a full egg-bulk, they are susceptible to the impurity of food and 
can transmit that impurity to other food items. 


The Gemara objects: If so, let it also require contact with a liquid 
in order to be rendered susceptible to the impurity of food. The 
Gemara responds: That statement applies with regard to other kinds 
of food, which do not transmit impurity at all, neither through 
direct contact nor through carrying. But here, granted that the 
piece of animal carcass does not transmit impurity through contact, 
as it is covered with dough, it should at least transmit impurity 
through carrying, as it is laden upon him, despite the fact that he 
does not touch it. 


According to Rav Hananya, it is in this regard that a light form of 
impurity, the impurity of food, applies to an animal after death. This 
is to the exclusion of a human corpse, as even if one covered it with 
dough it transmits a severe form of ritual impurity, as the impurity 
of a corpse breaks through and ascends, and breaks through and 
descends, even when it is covered. 


Q The Gemara continues to analyze the baraita cited above (20b-21a). 
The Master said: The blood of creeping animals” has been excluded, 
as they do not have a severe form of impurity. The Gemara asks: And 
do creeping animals not have a severe form of impurity? After all, 
by Torah law the carcass of a creeping animal transmits impurity 
through contact. The Gemara answers that even so, it does not 
transmit impurity through carrying," in the manner of an animal 
carcass. 


The Master said in the baraita: The blood of fish and the blood of 
grasshoppers have been excluded, as they are entirely permitted. 
The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the clause: They are 
entirely permitted? If we say it is referring to the fact that all the fat 
of fish and grasshoppers is permitted, one may respond that all the 
fat of an undomesticated animal" is also permitted, and yet its 
blood" is forbidden. And if you say: Rather, fish and grasshoppers 
are referred to as entirely permitted because the prohibition of the 
sciatic nerve does not apply to them, this is also untenable; but in 
the case of a bird there is no prohibition against eating the sciatic 
nerve" and even so, its blood is forbidden. 


One covered it with dough - pyaa 379M: An olive-bulk of a car- 
cass that one combined with dough to form an egg-bulk requires 


_ HALAKHA |- 
The blood of an undomesticated animal — 79m O14: One who 
intentionally consumes an olive-bulk of blood from an undomesti- 


intent to eat it in order to contract impurity, since th 


e dough pre- 


vents it from transmitting impurity by touch. But it does not require 
contact with a liquid in order to become susceptible to impurity, 


as the piece transmits impurity by carrying due to 
of an animal carcass it contains. Therefore, it is consid 


he olive-bulk 


ered an item 


that will ultimately transmit a severe form of impurity. By contrast, 


an olive-bulk of a corpse that one covered with dou 
a severe form of ritual impurity, in accordance with 


gh transmits 


he opinion of 


Rav Hananya (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 3:6, 8). 


The fat of an undomesticated animal — 


abym 


n: The fat of 


an undomesticated animal has the same status as 


he rest of its 


meat, whether it is kosher or non-kosher. The prohibition of forbid- 
den fat does not apply to this fat (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 7:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 64:1). 


cated animal is liable to receive karet. If one consumes blood unwit- 
tingly, he must bring a fixed sin offering (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 66:1). 


The prohibition of the sciatic nerve with regard to a bird - 1% 
qiya mwa Ta: The prohibition of the sciatic nerve does not apply 
to birds, as they do not have a convex thigh. Rather, their thighs 
are elongated. If a bird is found whose thigh is similar to that of 
animals, its sciatic nerve is prohibited, but one is not flogged for 
eating it. According to the Mordekhai, there is no need to examine 
the thighs of birds to see if they are convex (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 8:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 65:5). 
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NOTES 

A case where one covered it with dough — 7i33 
psaa wanw: The Rambam cites both of the Gema- 
ra's answers here as halakha, which indicates that in 
his opinion Rav Hananya does not disagree with the 
explanation of Rabbi Hiyya that this is referring to 
a piece of a carcass with a volume smaller than an 
olive-bulk. Instead, he is suggesting that according 
to the baraita, the reference to an item that transmits 
both a severe form of impurity and a light form o 
impurity is referring to the exact same item. Others 
state that Rav Hananya disagrees with the opinion o 
Rabbi Hiyya and maintains that if there was less than 
an olive-bulk of a non-kosher animal it would require 
contact with water to render it susceptible to ritua 
impurity, as an item is considered something that wil 
ultimately transmit a severe form of impurity only if i 
currently amounts to an olive-bulk (Rosh; Tosafot). 


It does not transmit impurity through carrying — 
xnav xd KeA: It is unclear how this resolves the 
Gemara's question, as the carcass of a kosher bird also 
does not transmit impurity by carrying, and neverthe- 
less one is liable for consuming the blood of a bird. 
Due to this difficulty, Rashi claims that this paragraph 
should be omitted from the Gemara. Rather, the car- 
cass of a kosher bird is more stringent than the blood 
of creeping animals for the following reason: Since it 
transmits impurity to the garments of the one who 
eats it when it is in his throat, it is considered to pos- 
sess a severe form of ritual impurity (Josafot on 21a; 
see Shita Mekubbetzet). 


BACKGROUND 

Creeping animals - Dx Ww: Eight animals fall into this 
category. They are all small mammals or lizards, and 
the halakha determines that their carcasses impart 
ritual impurity upon contact (see Leviticus 11:29-30). 
There is no clear oral tradition with regard to the 
identity of the animals listed in the Torah. Even the 
Talmud's description of these animals is insufficient to 
provide definitive identifications. Consequently, the 
determination of their identities involves educated 
conjecture. The suggestions offered include the fol- 
lowing animals: Holed is a rat; akhbar is a mouse; 
tzav is a dab lizard; anaka is a gecko; koah is a moni- 
tor lizard; letaʻa is a wall lizard; homet is a skink; and 
tinshemet is a chameleon. 
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HALAKHA 


That fish and grasshoppers do not require ritual 
slaughter - mwne va Kbt: Fish and grasshoppers 
do not require Slaughter, as they are permitted when 
they are captured and gathered together. One may eat 
them when they are dead, or even sever a limb from 
them and eat it. It is prohibited to consume them alive, 
due to the prohibition (Leviticus 11:43): “You shall not 
make yourselves detestable” (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 1:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 13:1, and 
in the comment of Rema). 


The prohibition against mating diverse kinds 
together — nvatnt Dyha: One who mates a male 
with a female of a different species, whether with a 
domesticated animal, a non- domesticated animal, or 
a bird, and even fish, is liable to be flogged by Torah law 
(Rambam Sefer Zeraʻim, Hilkhot Kilayim 9:1). 


The prohibition against plowing diverse kinds 
together — mwyn oda: One is liable to receive 
lashes for performing labor with two species of animals 
together, if one is a kosher animal and the other is not. 
This applies to both domesticated and undomesticated 
animals. By rabbinic law, any two species that one 
may not mate together may not be plowed, pulled, or 
driven together. Likewise, one may not drive a wagon 
with a land animal and a sea animal, e.g., a goat and 
a shibbuta, which is a certain species of fish, but if 
one did, he is exempt (Rambam Sefer Zera’‘im, Hilkhot 
Kilayim 9:8-9). 


Its wool — #12¥: One is liable for violating the prohibi- 
tion of diverse kinds of clothing only if linen is mixed 
with the wool of ewes or rams. One may mix linen with 
the wool of camels or rabbits, the hair of goats, and all 
other types of wool and hair (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Kilayim 10:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 298:1). 


The blood of creeping animals - Dx Ww 07: The blood 
of creeping animals has the same status as their flesh. 
Therefore, if one collected their blood and consumed 
an olive-bulk of it, he is liable to receive lashes. This is 
the halakha only if he was forewarned with regard to 
the prohibition against the consumption of a creep- 
ing animal. If he was forewarned with regard to the 
prohibition against the consumption of blood, he is 
exempt, as this prohibition applies only to the blood 
of a domesticated animal, an undomesticated animal, 
or a bird (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 2:10, 6:1). 


The blood of bipeds - waw ban ot: The consump- 
tion of human blood is prohibited by rabbinic law, and 
one who consumes it receives lashes for rebelliousness. 
This is the halakha only if the blood separated from the 
skin; consequently, if one bit a loaf of bread and found 
blood on it, he must scrape off the blood and then 
he may eat the bread. If the blood was between his 
teeth, he may suck it and swallow it without concern 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 66:10). 
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Rather, what is the meaning of the statement that fish and grass- 
hoppers are entirely permitted? This is referring to the halakha 
that fish and grasshoppers do not require ritual slaughter" to 
permit their consumption. 


The Master said in the baraita: If the verse had stated only “bird,” 
one might have said that just as a bird is a creature with regard to 
which the prohibition of diverse kinds does not apply, so too, the 
prohibition of consuming blood applies only to an animal that is 
not subject to the prohibition of diverse kinds, whereas the blood 
of other animals is not forbidden. Therefore, the verse states: 


“Of animal.” 


The Gemara asks: To which form of diverse kinds is this referring? 
If we say that it is the prohibition against mating diverse kinds 
together," or the prohibition against plowing diverse kinds 
together," that is difficult: But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Bava 
Kamma 5 4b): Similarly, undomesticated animals and birds are 
subject to the same halakhot as them, i.e., just as it is prohibited 
to plow with or to mate two species of domesticated animals 
together, the same applies to undomesticated animals and birds. 
Consequently, these prohibitions apply to all animals. 


Rather, Abaye said that the baraita is referring to its wool," i.e., its 
feathers, and indicating that one is not liable for mixing it with 
linen due to the prohibition of diverse kinds." The prohibition of 
diverse kinds in clothing applies only to mixing sheep wool with 
linen, but not to the hair or feathers of other animals and birds. 


§ Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: With regard to the blood of 
creeping animals," one is flogged for consuming it in the amount 
of an olive-bulk. The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: 
With regard to blood of the spleen, blood of the heart, blood 
of the kidneys, and blood of limbs, all these are forbidden for 
consumption by a regular prohibition, punishable by lashes, but 
their consumption is not punishable by karet. By contrast, the 
blood of bipeds," i.e., human beings, and the blood of creeping 
animals and crawling things are forbidden but one is not liable 
for their consumption. This indicates that one is not even flogged 
for consuming the blood of creeping animals. 


The Gemara answers: What is the meaning of the clause: One is 
not liable for its consumption? It means that one is not liable to 
receive karet for consuming it, but one is liable for violating a 
prohibition. 


The Gemara challenges this answer: One reason this is not a good 
explanation is that this is the same as the first clause. The first 
clause of the baraita lists types of blood whose consumption is a 
violation of a regular prohibition and is not punishable by karet. 
Clearly, the latter clause cannot also be referring to types of blood 
in the same category. And furthermore, a tanna excludes con- 
sumption of this blood from a regular prohibition as well, as the 
baraita cited earlier teaches: The blood of creeping animals 
has been excluded, as it does not have a severe form of ritual 


impurity. 


That fish and grasshoppers do not require ritual slaughter — 

TONY wa Kbt: It is likewise stated in the Tosefta (Terumot 9:6): 
One may eat kosher fish and grasshoppers, whether they are alive 
or dead, without concern. Since the requirement of ritual slaughter 
does not apply to them, one may likewise eat a limb of a fish or 
grasshopper without violating the prohibition against eating a 
limb from a living animal (Tosafot on Shabbat 90b). Nevertheless, 


NOTES 
Its wool, one is not liable for it due to the prohibition of diverse 
kinds — oxds own voy pan py Hae: One is liable for violating 
the prohibition against mixing diverse kinds of clothing only for 
the wool of sheep. By Torah law, one is exempt with regard to wool 
of any other animal, e.g., the wool of goats or camels. Nevertheless, 
certain types of wool are prohibited by rabbinic law, due to their 
similarity to the wool of sheep. 


the Gemara on Shabbat 90b indicates that one who eats a kosher 
fish or grasshopper while it is alive has violated the prohibition 
of: “You shall not make yourselves detestable” (Leviticus 11:43). 
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Rabbi Zeira said: When Rav said that one is flogged for consuming 
the blood of creeping animals, he meant that if witnesses forewarned 
him that if he consumes the blood he will be liable due to the prohibi- 
tion of eating a creeping animal, then he is flogged. The reason is 
that the prohibition against eating a creeping animal includes its 
blood. But if they forewarned him that he will be liable due to the 
prohibition of consuming blood, he is not flogged. 


§ Rav says: Fish blood that one collected in a receptacle is prohib- 
ited for consumption because it would look as though one is consum- 
ing the blood ofan animal or bird. The Gemara raises an objection 
from the latter clause of the baraita cited above: The blood of fish 
and the blood of grasshoppers are permitted, and this indicates that 
they are permitted even ab initio. The Gemara answers: That baraita 
is referring to a case where he did not collect the blood in a recep- 
tacle; when Rav said that it is prohibited, he was referring to a 
situation where he did collect the blood in a receptacle. 


The Gemara challenges this answer: In the corresponding situation 
with regard to the blood of bipeds, which the baraita states is forbid- 
den, the case must also be one where one did not collect the blood 
in a receptacle. In sucha case, is the blood really forbidden? But isn’t 
it taught in a baraita: If some human blood was on a loaf of bread, 
one scrapes off the blood and then he may eat the bread. But with 
regard to blood that is between one’s teeth, he may suck it and 
swallow it" without concern," as the blood is permitted if it has not 
been removed from the body. This indicates that even human blood 
that has not been collected in a receptacle is permitted. 


Rather, the baraita rules that fish blood is permitted even when it 
has been collected in a receptacle, and when that baraita is taught, 
it is referring to a case where there are scales in it" and therefore it 
is clearly fish blood. By contrast, when Rav said that it is prohibited, 
he was referring to a case where there are no scales in the blood, and 
therefore it is not evident that it is fish blood. 


Rav Sheshet says: With regard to the blood of bipeds, there is not 
even a command to abstain from consuming it ab initio. The Gemara 
raises an objection from the baraita: Blood of the spleen, blood of 
the heart, blood of the kidneys, and blood of limbs, all these are 
forbidden for consumption bya regular prohibition. By contrast, the 
blood of bipeds, i.e., human beings, and the blood of creeping 
animals and crawling things are forbidden but one is not liable for 
their consumption. The Gemara answers: When it is taught in that 
baraita that human blood is forbidden, that is referring to a case 


NOTES 


He may suck it and swallow it - win ixyin: This indicates 
hat human blood that has not been collected in a receptacle 
is permitted. Rashi explains that in the previous case, where the 
baraita says that if the blood is on a loaf one must scrape off 
he blood, that is not because the blood is inherently forbidden. 
Rather, one is supposed to abstain from eating the blood despite 
he fact that it is not included in the prohibition against consum- 
ng blood. See Tosafot for a different explanation of the proof of 
he Gemara here. 


He may suck it and swallow it without concern — win ixvin 
wwin iver: According to Rashi (Ketubot 60a), the reason for this 
leniency is that no one sees him. The later commentaries are puz- 
zled by this claim, as there is a principle that anything prohibited 


due to the appearance of prohibition remains prohibited even 
in the innermost chamber, where nobody will see it (Shabbat 
64b). According to some, the principle regarding the appearance 
of a prohibition applies only to an act prohibited by Torah law. 
Therefore, it is not applicable in this case, since swallowing the 
blood of a person is forbidden by rabbinic law (Tosafot on Ketubot 
60a). Others suggest that in this particular case there is no concern 
even if people were to see him, as they would not think that he 
is consuming the blood of an animal or bird (Beer Sheva). Tosafot 
adopt a similar opinion here with regard to sucking and swallow- 
ing blood dripping from one's finger. For this reason, some permit 
one who circumcises a baby to swallow the blood of circumcision 
(Sefer Hafla‘a on Ketubot 60a; Nahal Eshkol). 
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HALAKHA 

Where there are scales in it - DwPWP ma DT: 
According to the Rambam, it is permitted to consume 
the blood of fish and grasshoppers, and one may 
even collect the blood in a vessel and drink it. Others, 
including the Ra’avad, accept Rav's opinion that if one 
collected the blood in a receptacle, it is prohibited due 
to the appearance of prohibition. Consequently, if it is 
clear that the blood is from fish, e.g., it contains scales, 
one may consume it (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 66:9). 
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NOTES 


Where the blood was separated from a person — WYT: 
According to this explanation, the other types of blood 
mentioned in the baraita that are forbidden by a regular 
prohibition are also cases where they are separated from 
the flesh. The early commentaries infer from here that one 
who consumes the blood of a limb has not violated any 
prohibition provided it has not yet separated from the limb 
(Tosafot on Hullin 14a). This is also the ruling of the Shu/han 
Arukh (Yoreh De‘a 67:1). 


But the blood of bipeds is not impure but rather pure, 
etc. — 151 vine Kby say ow aba 07 pey: Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola has a different version of the text 
of this statement of the baraita: And the milk and blood 
of bipeds is not impure, but rather pure. He explains that 
Rav Sheshet is referring specifically to milk, not blood. On 
Ketubot 60a, it is stated that as opposed to the blood of 
humans, which is permitted as long as it has not separated, 
the milk of a woman is permitted only after it has separated, 
and it is prohibited for an adult to suckle from a woman. 


They taught this only with regard to the heart of a bird 
since it does not contain an olive-bulk - J3 xbx ww x 
mp ja px) Sein qiy: The commentaries explain that it is 
nevertheless prohibited to consume this blood (Josafot on 
21b; Rashi on Hullin 109a), as according to Rabbi Yohanan, 
whose opinion is accepted as halakha, a half-measure of 
a prohibition is forbidden by Torah law (see Yoma 74b). 
Although that mishna stated: He does not violate the pro- 
hibition, the commentaries explain that this means that one 
does not incur lashes. Alternatively, other commentaries 
explain that Rav holds in accordance with the opinion that 
a half-measure is not prohibited by Torah law (Responsa 
Ketav Sofer, Yoreh De'a 33). 
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where the blood was separated from a person." By contrast, when 
Rav Sheshet said that one need not abstain from human blood even 
ab initio, he was referring to a case where it was not separated 
from a person. As it is taught in a baraita: If blood was ona loaf of 
bread, one may scrape off the blood and then consume the bread. 
If blood was between the teeth, he may suck it and swallow it 
without concern. 


Some teach this statement of Rav Sheshet with regard to this 
baraita, as it is taught: One might have thought that one who 
consumes the milk of bipeds" would violate a prohibition. And 
this conclusion could be derived based upon a logical inference: 
Just as with regard to anon-kosher animal, where you were lenient 
with regard to its contact, i.e., it cannot render people or items 
impure through contact when it is alive, you were stringent with 
regard to its milk, which is prohibited, so too in the case of bipeds, 
where you were stringent with regard to their contact, as living 
people can render other people and objects impure, isn’t it logical 
that you should be stringent with regard to their milk? 


Therefore, the verse states: “And these are they which are impure 
to you” (Leviticus 11:29), which indicates that these animals enu- 
merated in that chapter are non-kosher and their milk is forbidden 
for consumption, but the milk of bipeds is not impure but rather 
pure, i.e., kosher. 


Furthermore, one might have thought that I should exclude only 
the milk of women from forbidden status, as the forbidden status 
of milk does not apply equally to all creatures, since the milk of 
kosher animals is permitted, but I should not exclude human blood 
from the prohibition against consuming blood, which does apply 
equally to all creatures, since even the blood of kosher animals is 
forbidden. Consequently, the verse states: “And these are they 
which are impure to you,” which indicates that this is impure, but 
the blood of bipeds is not impure but rather pure," i.e., kosher. It 
was in this context that Rav Sheshet said: With regard to the blood 
of bipeds, there is not even a command to abstain from consuming 
it ab initio. 


§ We learned in a mishna there (Hullin 109a): One who wants to 
eat the heart of a slaughtered animal tears it" and removes its 
blood, and only then may he cook it and eat it. If he did not tear 
the heart before cooking it and he ate it, he does not violate the 
prohibition and is not liable to receive karet for consuming blood. 
The Gemara comments: Rabbi Zeira says that Rav says: They 
taught this only with regard to the heart of a bird, since it does 
not contain an olive-bulk" of blood. But the heart of an animal, 
which does contain an olive-bulk of blood, is forbidden and one 
is liable to receive karet for its consumption. 


HALAKHA 


The milk of bipeds - nnw ban abn: Human milk that has 
been placed into a vessel is permitted for consumption. Some 
commentaries claim that it is permitted even if the milk is in 
one's hand (Rema, citing Beit Yosef). Nevertheless, it is pro- 
hibited for an adult to nurse directly from a woman's breast, 
even if the milk dripped into his mouth and he did not place 
his mouth directly on her breast (Beit Yosef). Such a person 
receives lashes for rebelliousness, according to the conclusion 
of the Gemara on Ketubot 60a (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 3:4, and see Ra'avad there; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 81:7). 


One who wants to eat the heart of a slaughtered animal 
tears it - sprip aba: Since blood collects in the heart at the 
time of slaughter, one must tear or slice open an animal's heart 
to allow the blood to drain. Afterward, the heart is salted in 
the usual manner, and it may then be cooked. If the heart is 
salted or roasted without being torn open, one is not liable to 
receive karet for consuming it. This is said with regard to the 
heart of a bird, which does not contain an olive-bulk of blood. 
This statement does not apply to the heart of an animal, which 
does contain an olive-bulk of blood. It is prohibited to eat an 
animal heart if it was not torn or sliced to allow blood to drain, 
and one is liable to receive karet for consuming it (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:6; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 72:1). 
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The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita cited above: With 
regard to blood of the spleen, blood of the heart," blood of the 
kidneys, and blood of limbs, all these are forbidden for consump- 
tion by a regular prohibition, punishable by lashes, but their con- 
sumption is not punishable by karet. By contrast, the blood of 
bipeds, i.e., human beings, and the blood of repugnant creatures 
and crawling things are forbidden but one is not liable for their 
consumption. This proves that one is not liable to receive karet for 
consuming the blood of the heart. 


The Gemara answers that when the baraita teaches that one is not 
liable for consuming the blood of the heart, it is referring to its own 
blood," i.e., the blood absorbed in the walls of the heart. By contrast, 
when Ray said that one is liable to receive karet, he was referring to 
blood that comes from the outside,’ i.e., from elsewhere in the body, 
and which is found in the cavity of the heart. 


The Gemara challenges: Its own blood is the same as the blood of 
limbs, which is already included in the list. What is the difference 
between the blood absorbed in the walls of the heart and blood 
absorbed in any other limb? The Gemara responds: And according 
to your reasoning, doesn’t the baraita teach the halakha with regard 
to the blood of the kidneys, and yet it also teaches the halakha with 
regard to the blood of limbs? Rather, the baraita teaches the hala- 
kha with regard to the blood of the kidneys, and then teaches the 
principle with regard to the blood of limbs. Here too, the baraita 
teaches the halakha with regard to the blood of the heart, and then 
teaches the principle with regard to the blood of limbs. 


The Gemara asks: From where does blood come to the heart from 
outside? Rabbi Zeira said: At the time when the soul departs, i.e., 
when the animal is dying, the heart draws [sharif ]‘ blood® from 
elsewhere, and one is liable to receive karet for consuming this blood. 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to blood that spurted during 
bloodletting with which the soul departs, one is liable to receive 
karet for consuming it intentionally or to bring a sin offering for 
consuming it unwittingly. It was stated: What is defined as the blood 
that spurts during bloodletting upon which the soul depends, ™ 
whose consumption entails karet? Rabbi Yohanan says: As long 
as it is spurting forcefully, it is included in this category of blood. 
Reish Lakish says: From the last black drop and onward, i.e., even 
before the blood spurts out forcefully, it is included in this category. 
The first drops of blood are black, and once these have ended and the 
first red drops have begun to emerge, it is the blood upon which the 
soul depends. 


NOTES 


When the baraita teaches that one is not liable for consuming 
the blood of the heart, it is referring to its own blood — 37 »3 
mya ot by voy pan px: An opposite version of the text appears 
in the Halakhot Gedolot in the halakhot of blood, and in the Rif 
on Hullin 109a. According to this version, one is liable to receive 
karet for the consumption of the blood that is always found in 
the heart. By contrast, one is not liable to receive karet, though 
he has violated a prohibition, for the consumption of blood that 
enters the heart at the time of death, which came from the limbs 
(see Ran). 


What is the blood that spurts during bloodletting upon which 
the soul depends - i mbn TAVIT MPI OF WPR: According 
to some commentaries, the same definitions apply both to the 
blood of slaughter as well as to blood that spurts during blood- 
letting (Tosafot on 20b). By contrast, the Rambam writes that this is 
referring specifically to blood that spurts during bloodletting. But 
with regard to killing the animal, one is liable to receive karet for 
the consumption of any blood that flowed after the slaughter or 
stabbing of an animal, or after its head was severed, as long as it is 
reddish (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma'akhalot Assurot 6:3). 


HALAKHA 

Blood of the heart - aba ot: One is liable to receive 
karet only for the consumption of blood collected in 
the heart, but not for blood that enters the heart at 
the time of slaughter. This ruling follows the version 
of the text accepted by the Halakhot Gedolot and the 
Rif (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
63-4). 

What is the blood that spurts during bloodletting 
upon which the soul depends — mpI 07 mpg 
ja mbn mawa: One is liable to receive karet for the 
consumption of blood that spurted during blood- 
letting, as long as it spurted out forcefully. But one 
is not liable to receive karet for the consumption of 
blood that flows at the beginning of bloodletting and 
at its end when the blood begins to cease. The reason 
is that this blood is considered like blood of the limbs, 
while blood that spurted is that with which the soul 
departs. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:3, and see Maggid Mishne there). 


BACKGROUND 


Its own blood...blood that comes from the out- 
side - xayo mb DYT.. mya D7: The heart functions 
as a pump, sending oxygen-rich blood from the lungs 
around the body via the arteries and bringing blood 
back to the lungs through the veins. According to the 
Gemara here, the heart contains two types of blood: 
The first type is blood that is absorbed in the flesh of 
the heart itself, as the heart requires its own blood for 
proper functioning. This is similar to blood in any other 
limb and is called: The blood of the limbs, or: Its own 
blood. The second type is blood that collects inside the 
heart from around the body, which is called: Blood that 
enters it from outside. 


The time when the soul departs it draws blood - 
pw yw agyi mawang myg: When an animal is 
slaughtered, as in other situations where an animal 
suffers from a severe loss of blood, it suffers a hypo- 
volemic shock due to the decrease in the volume of 
circulating blood in the body. Blood vessels from the 
periphery of the body shrink in order to enable as 
much blood as possible to enter the heart via the 
major blood vessels. This response is also supported 
by the right ventricle of the heart, which creates the 
negative pressure of a vacuum through which the 
blood in the veins is drawn into the heart. The heart 
absorbs this blood, as the Gemara states here. 

tis a well-known phenomenon that blood vessels 
hat have been severed, e.g., by slaughtering, shrink 
in order to close up and prevent loss of blood. It is 
herefore understandable that blood found in the vein 
of the neck at the time of slaughter also is drawn to 
he heart. 
These two factors, hypovolemic shock and the 
shrinking of severed blood vessels, account for the 
wo basic opinions among the early commentaries 
with regard to the interpretation of this phrase: Either 
hat the heart draws the blood of limbs to it (Ba'al 
Halakhot Gedolot; Rambam), or that the heart draws 
he blood from the area of slaughter (Rashi). 


LANGUAGE 
Draws [sharif] - 41%: This root, meaning swallow, 
is also found in Hebrew, and is similar to the Arabic 
& à, shariba, meaning drink. It is used to describe the 
consumption of a thick substance that is swallowed, 
rather than drunk like water. 
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NOTES 
To exclude black blood - ynwiat o7 napa: In 
other words, if one of the types of blood that flows 
is to be compared to blood of exudate, it should be 
black blood, as blood is not this color when the soul 
departs (see Rashi and Arukh LaNer). 


What is first blood — jix OF mg: Many com- 
mentaries, including Shita Mekubbetzet, emend the 

text to read: What is the blood with which the soul 

departs? 
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The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: What is defined as 
blood that spurts during bloodletting with which the soul departs? 
As long as it is spurting forcefully, it is considered this type of blood. 
This excludes blood of exudate, i.e., that oozes from the animal 
after the spurt concludes, because at this stage the blood merely 
flows rather than spurting forcefully. The Gemara infers: What, is it 
not correct to say that even with regard to the first and last appear- 
ances of blood to emerge, if it flows it is considered as blood of 
exudate? This is apparently a conclusive refutation of the opinion 
of Reish Lakish. 


The Gemara answers: No, the baraita serves to exclude only black 
blood;" but with regard to the first and last appearances of red 
blood, which emerge, respectively, after the black blood but before 
the blood spurts and after the blood is no longer spurting forcefully, 
even though it flows, this is considered blood with which the 
soul departs. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a different baraita: What is 
defined as the first appearance of blood?" As long as it is spurting 
forcefully, it is considered the first appearance of blood. This excludes 
the first and last appearances of blood, because that blood flows. 
This is apparently a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Reish 
Lakish. The Gemara answers: Reish Lakish could say to you that this 
matter is a dispute between tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: 
What is the blood with which the soul departs? As long as it is 
spurting out, it is considered this type of blood; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Elazar. Rabbi Shimon says: From the last black drop and 
onward it is considered blood with which the soul departs. 


The Gemara mentions a related halakha involving blood. The school 
of Rabbi Yishmael taught: “And drinks the blood of the slain” 
(Numbers 23:24). This teaches that the blood that is considered a 
halakhically recognized liquid, and therefore renders other items 
susceptible to ritual impurity, is only blood that is exuded after death. 
This serves to exclude blood that spurts out forcefully" at the time 
of the slaughter, before the animal is actually dead. Consequently, this 
type of blood does not render seeds susceptible to ritual impurity. 


§ The Gemara returns to the prohibition against consuming blood. 
Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma before Rabbi Zeira: If one per- 
formed bloodletting upon an animal and received its blood in two 
cups," from which he drank, what is the halakha? With regard to the 
first cup, everyone agrees that he is liable, as it contains blood that 
spurted forcefully. With regard to the last cup, which does not con- 
tain blood that spurted forcefully from the animal, is he liable or not? 


Rabbi Zeira said to him: This is a dispute between Rabbi Yohanan 
and Reish Lakish, as it was stated: If one performed bloodletting 
upon an animal and received its blood in two cups, Reish Lakish 
says that he is liable to bring two sin offerings if he drank the con- 
tents of the cups in two lapses of awareness, as one is liable to receive 
karet even for blood that emerges after spurting; and Rabbi Yohanan 
says he is liable to bring only one sin offering, for the blood in the 
first cup. 


To exclude blood that spurts forcefully - mbp oh bis: The blood 
that is listed among the liquids that render food susceptible to ritual 
impurity is that which flows from kosher domesticated animals, 
undomesticated animals, and birds at the time of slaughter. But 
blood that spurts out forcefully does not render food susceptible 


HALAKHA 


And received its blood in two cups - nidia nwa ant bap: If one 
performed bloodletting upon an animal and received its blood in 
two cups and drank them both in a single lapse of awareness, he 
brings only one sin offering, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:3). 


to ritual impurity, as the animal is still alive at the time (Rambam 


Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:3). 
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§ The mishna teaches that one is not liable for consuming blood of 
exudate, i.e., that oozes from the neck of the animal after the initial spurt 
of blood concludes. Rabbi Yehuda deems one liable in the case of 
blood of exudate. The Gemara adds that Rabbi Elazar says: Rabbi 
Yehuda concedes with regard to atonement that if one sacrifices an 
offering and the priest sprinkles the blood of exudate on the corners of 
the altar, the blood does not atone. This is as it is stated: “For it is the 
blood that makes atonement by reason of the soul” (Leviticus 17:11), 
which teaches that blood with which the soul departs," i.e., the blood 
that spurts immediately upon slaughter, atones, but blood with which 
the soul does not depart, i.e., the blood that drains out after the initial 
spurt, does not atone. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: We learn this in a baraita, as well, as it 
is taught in a baraita that the verse states: “And any man from the house 
of Israel, or from the stranger who resides among them, who consumes 
any blood, I will set My face against that soul that consumes blood, and 
will cut him off from among his people” (Leviticus 17:10). The verse 
could simply have stated “blood”; what is the meaning when the verse 
states “any blood”? 


The baraita explains: Since it is stated: “For it is the blood that makes 
atonement by reason of the soul,” I have derived nothing other than 
the fact that consuming the blood of sacrificial animals with which 
the soul departs renders one liable to receive karet, as this blood atones. 
From where is it derived that the same applies to blood of non-sacred 
animals and blood of exudate? The verse states: “Any blood.” Who is 
presumed to be the author of any unattributed baraita found in the 
Sifra, a collection of halakhic midrash on Leviticus, which is the source 
of this baraita? It is Rabbi Yehuda. This proves that according to Rabbi 
Yehuda, blood of exudate does not effect atonement. 


MI S HN A This mishna resumes discussion of the provi- 


sional guilt offering addressed in the previous 
chapter. Rabbi Akiva deems one liable to bring a provisional guilt 
offering for a case where he is uncertain whether he is guilty of misuse 
of consecrated property," a transgression that renders one liable to bring 
a definite guilt offering (see Leviticus 5:15). And the Rabbis deem him 
exempt, as one brings a provisional guilt offering only in a case of 
uncertainty as to whether he is liable to bring a sin offering, not a guilt 
offering. And Rabbi Akiva concedes that one does not bring payment 
for his misuse until it becomes definitely known to him that he is 
guilty of misuse, as then he will bring a definite guilt offering with 
his payment. 


Rabbi Tarfon said: For what purpose does that person bring two guilt 
offerings," one provisional and one definite? Rather, at the outset 
one brings the payment for misuse of consecrated property and its 
additional payment of one-fifth, as mandated by Torah law, and he will 
then bring a guilt offering worth two sela and say: If it is certain that 
I misused consecrated property, this is payment for my misuse and 
this is my definite guilt offering. And if it is uncertain whether I 
misused consecrated property, the money is a contribution to the 
Temple fund for the purchase of communal offerings and the guilt 
offering is provisional, as from the same type of animal that one 
brings a guilt offering for a case where it is known to him that he is 
guilty of misuse, he likewise brings a guilt offering for a case where it 
is unknown to him. 


Rabbi Akiva says: The statement of Rabbi Tarfon appears correct in 
the case of minimal misuse, but ina case where he is confronted with 
a case of uncertainty with regard to misuse valued at ten thousand 
dinars, would it not be preferable for him that he will now bring a 
provisional guilt offering valued at two sela" and he will not bring 
payment now for uncertain misuse valued at ten thousand dinars? 
The mishna concludes: Apparently, Rabbi Akiva concedes to Rabbi 
Tarfon in the case of minimal misuse. He agrees that at the outset one 
brings payment for misuse and its additional payment of one-fifth, and 
conditionally brings a guilt offering. 


HALAKHA 


Blood with which the soul departs - waimw o7 
ja mygyi: The blood that is fit for sprinkling is that 
with which the soul departs, which spurts out after 
the slaughter, but not the blood of exudate nor blood 
from the hide (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:26). 


Uncertain whether he is guilty of misuse of con- 
secrated property — abun pd: If one is uncertain 
as to whether he committed any sin for which 
one is liable to bring a definite guilt offering, he is 
entirely exempt from bringing an offering. One who 
is uncertain as to whether he misused consecrated 
property is exempt from payment and from bringing 
an offering, in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 1:5 and 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:11). 


NOTES 


Rabbi Tarfon said, for what purpose does that per- 
son bring two guilt offerings — my mjw Iny 
DIDP MW KI: Some commentaries explain that 
this is not merely good advice. Rather, Rabbi Tarfon 
maintains that a person is not permitted to bring 
two guilt offerings in a situation where he can issue 
a stipulation and bring one offering alone, as this is 
tantamount to bringing non-sacred animals to the 
Temple (Tosafot on Shabbat 71b; see Sefat Emet on 
Shabbat 71b). Alternatively, Rabbi Tarfon disagrees 
with Rabbi Akiva fundamentally, as he claims that 
one may not bring a provisional guilt offering for 
an uncertain misuse of consecrated property; rather, 
he may bring only a definite guilt offering and issue 
a stipulation. According to this explanation, Rabbi 
Tarfon’s comment: For what purpose does that per- 
son bring two guilt offerings, which indicates that in 
principle one would be allowed to bring a definite 
guilt offering and a provisional one, is directed at 
Rabbi Akiva's opinion, as he himself maintains that 
one may not bring a provisional guilt offering at all 
(Sefat Emet). Others contend that Rabbi Tarfon agrees 
that one may bring a provisional guilt offering for an 
uncertain misuse of consecrated property, but he is of 
the opinion that this provisional guilt offering effects 
atonement only if it is accompanied by payment for 
misuse and its additional payment of one-fifth (see 
Marheshet 1:13). 


Would it not be preferable for him that he will 
bring a guilt offering at two sela, etc. - b mp) x 
Dy wI OWK KDW: The commentaries ask why 
according tothe opinion of Rabbi Akiva a person may 
not bring a guilt offering and issue a stipulation, and 
when it becomes known to him that he is guilty of 
misuse he may bring the payment for misuse. Josafot 
answer (Shabbat 71b) that one may not bring a guilt 
offering for uncertain misuse before bringing his pay- 
ment for misuse. 
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GEMARA With regard to the issue of whether one 


brings a provisional guilt offering for an 
uncertain misuse of consecrated property, the Sages taught in a 
baraita: Immediately following the passage in the Torah discussing 
a guilt offering for misuse of consecrated property the Torah intro- 
duces the halakhot of a provisional guilt offering by stating: “And if 
anyone sin” (Leviticus 5:17). The term “and” serves to render one 
liable to bring a provisional guilt offering for uncertain misuse of 
consecrated property; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. And 
the Rabbis deem him exempt in such a case. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that they disagree about this 
following method of halakhic derivation: That Rabbi Akiva holds 
that when the Torah connects two topics with the term “and” one 
learns the halakhot of the earlier passage from those in the later 
passage. Consequently, it can be derived that one who is uncertain 
about whether he misused consecrated property must bring a pro- 
visional guilt offering. And the Rabbis hold that one does not learn 
the halakhot in the earlier passage from those of the later passage. 


Rav Pappa said: In fact, everyone agrees that one learns the hala- 
khot of the earlier passage from those of the later passage, as if one 
does not say so, you will not find a source for the requirement that 
a young bull brought as a burnt offering must be slaughtered in the 
north section of the Temple courtyard. This is derived from the fact 
that the Torah states the halakhot of a young bull brought as a burnt 
offering (Leviticus 1:3-9) and then states: “And if his offering is of 
the flock, from the sheep or from the goats, as a burnt offering, an 
unblemished male he shall present it, and he shall slaughter it on 
the side of the altar northward” (Leviticus 1:10-11). 


Rather, here, in the case of one who is uncertain whether he mis- 
used consecrated property, this is the reason that the Rabbis deem 

him exempt from bringing a provisional guilt offering: It is because 

they derive the details of the halakha with regard to the provisional 

guilt offering written in the verse: “And if anyone sin, and perform 

one of all the commandments of the Lord that are not to be per- 
formed” (Leviticus 5:17), by means of a verbal analogy from the 

verse stated with regard to a sin offering: “And if any one of the 

common people sin through error, in his performance of any of 
the commandments of the Lord that may not be performed” 
(Leviticus 4:27). 


The verbal analogy indicates that just as there, the sin offering is 
brought only for an act that renders one liable to be punished with 
karet for its intentional violation and liable to bring a sin offering 
for its unwitting violation, and to bring a provisional guilt offering 
for its uncertain violation, so too, for every transgression for 
which one is liable to be punished with karet for its intentional 
violation and one is liable to bring a sin offering for its unwitting 
violation," one is also liable to bring a provisional guilt offering for 
its uncertain violation. 


NOTES 


One is liable to bring a sin offering for its unwitting viola- a scribal error, and it should read that one is liable to bring a sin 
tion - nyn ipap by: The standard Gemara text states that one offering for unwitting violation and a provisional guilt offering 
is liable to bring a sin offering for its uncertain violation and a for uncertain violation (Shita Mekubbetzet). 

provisional guilt offering for its unwitting violation. This is clearly 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


taint by pan pret ayy aN 
AKI- Toya PHT NANT MB 
TUNG DN ONIN AA 


riya” 1997 3 ap NPPL DT 
xan oa - aon mewn “riya” 
IND q = apa PTD A 99 

myapa 


KDT Tin Diy pros 


ASTA? my TPR prs 2p BIT 
mY TYR WIP NPPL IT N 
mya pes NAY NDT g PASTY 

meng) mw 


TANT MDP ITI KYY INI NOX 
Ipy by PPO YM = "way ONY Np 
Janna poy tab pwr 


Moy aT som TIAA 2730 aT 
pw appa OWN? 


This verbal analogy serves to exclude misuse of consecrated prop- 
erty from the transgressions for which one would bring a provi- 
sional guilt offering in a case of uncertainty, as one is not liable to 
receive karet for its intentional violation. As it is taught in a baraita: 
With regard to one who intentionally misused a consecrated item," 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that he is liable to the punishment of 
death at the hand of Heaven. And the Rabbis say: He has violated 
a standard prohibition, and is flogged. Everyone agrees that he is 
not liable to receive karet. 


The Gemara comments: And with regard to the verbal analogy cited 
above as the source of the opinion of the Rabbis, Rabbi Akiva holds 
the following: When we derive the halakhot of provisional guilt 
offerings based upon the term “the commandments of” used in 
that context (Leviticus 5:17) and the identical expression “the com- 
mandments of” stated with regard to a sin offering brought for the 
consumption of forbidden fat" (Leviticus 4:27), i.e., a standard sin 
offering, it is for this purpose that we derive it: Just as there, the 
verse is referring to a fixed sin offering, so too here, with regard to 
the provisional guilt offering, one brings it only for the uncertain 
transgression of a sin for which one would be liable to bring a 
fixed offering. 


‘This serves to exclude transgressions for which one brings a sliding- 
scale sin offering, i.e., the defiling of the Temple or its sacrificial 
foods, taking a false oath of testimony, and violating an oath (see 
Leviticus 5:1-13). Since one who unwittingly violated these prohibi- 
tions brings an animal, bird, or meal offering depending on his 
financial status, if he is uncertain whether he violated one of these 
prohibitions he does not bring a provisional guilt offering. 


And the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Akiva and hold that there is 
no verbal analogy’ for half of a matter.’ Once a verbal analogy is 
accepted, the two cases are treated as entirely similar, which in this 
case means that the provisional guilt offering is brought only for a 
sin punishable by karet for its intentional violation. The Gemara 
asks: Should one conclude by inference that Rabbi Akiva holds 
that there is a verbal analogy for half of a matter? There is no record 
of any tanna maintaining this opinion. Rather, everyone agrees 
that there is no verbal analogy for half of a matter. 


Rather, this is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as the 
verse states with regard to the provisional guilt offering: “And if 
anyone sin” (Leviticus 5:17). The term “and” in the form of the letter 
vav, adds to the previous matter. When a sentence begins with the 
conjunction vay, it is a continuation of the previous discussion, and 
therefore the halakhot of the earlier passage, in this case misuse of 
consecrated property, are learned from the later passage. Conse- 
quently, one brings a provisional guilt offering even for uncertain 
misuse of consecrated property. 


And the Rabbis maintain that it is the halakhot of the later passage 
that are derived from the earlier passage. Consequently, the ram 
brought for a provisional guilt offering must be worth at least two 
silver shekels, just like the ram brought as a guilt offering in a case 
where one is certain that he misused consecrated property (see 
Leviticus 5:15). 


Verbal analogy — mw mma: This is a fundamental talmudic prin- 
ciple of biblical interpretation, appearing in all standard lists o 
exegetical principles. If the same word or phrase appears in two 
places in the Torah, and a certain halakha is explicitly stated 
in one of these places, one may infer, on the basis of a verba 
analogy, that the same halakha applies in the other case as well. 
Consequently, inferences drawn on the basis of verbal analogy 
rely on verbal identity rather than on conceptual similarity. For 
example, the Torah states with regard to those convicted of 
certain types of sorcery: “Shall be put to death; they shall stone 


BACKGROUND 


them with stones; their blood shall be upon them” (Leviticus 
20:27). Since this verse employs the expression “Their blood shall 
be upon them” when referring to death by stoning, the Gemara 
infers by verbal analogy that in all cases where this expression 
is used, the punishment should be capital punishment by ston- 
ing. Generally, inferences are drawn through verbal analogy 
only if the same word or phrase appears in both of the verses 
being compared, although verbal analogies are occasionally 
drawn even if the terms are not identical but their meanings 
are similar. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to one who intentionally misused a con- 
secrated item — aby ptt: One who intentionally 
misuses consecrated property violates a prohibition, is 
flogged, and must repay the loss to the Temple treasury 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 1:3). 


NOTES 


Sin offering for forbidden fat - abn KYN: This refers 
to any sin offering brought by one who unwittingly vio- 
lates a prohibition, the intentional violation of which is 
punishable by karet. Rashi explains that this sin offering 
is attributed specifically to forbidden fat due to the fact 
that immediately after the Torah states the prohibition: 
“You shall consume neither fat nor blood” (Leviticus 3:17), 
it delineates the sin offerings. Others explain that the 
reason is that this particular sin is common. One who 
slaughters an animal in order to eat its meat could easily 
fail to remove all of the forbidden fats, in which case they 
are readily available in his house for him to eat (Rosh on 
Nedarim 4a). Additionally, once the fat has been removed 
from the animal it is very difficult to distinguish between 
the permitted fats and the forbidden fats, as they appear 
very similar. 


= 


There is no verbal analogy for half a matter - mpa px 
asm mW: A halakha derived via the exegetical method 
of a verbal analogy is considered a Torah edict, i.e., a 
radition indicated by similar words that two cases are 
connected. Where a halakha is derived by verbal anal- 
ogy, one cannot decide based on logic which aspects of 
he halakha are derived from a particular verbal analogy 
and which are not. This is such a fundamental principle 
of verbal analogies that if there is an aspect of a halakha 
hat clearly does not fit in with a particular verbal analogy, 
he verbal analogy must be rejected entirely (Tosafot on 
Hullin 78a). Furthermore, when the Torah itself limits the 
application of a particular halakha, that limitation should 
be applied to the verbal analogy as well, and the limita- 
tion is not considered to contradict the application of the 
verbal analogy (see Sefer Keritut 1:2, 11). 

The commentaries disagree whether the expression: 
There is no verbal analogy for half of a matter, also bears 
another meaning, like the equivalent phrase stated with 
regard to a juxtaposition, which would mean that the 
two sides of a verbal analogy both teach halakhot with 
regard to the other (see Encyclopedia Talmudit, under the 
entry: Gezeira shava). 
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This file may not 


NOTES 


There is no juxtaposition for half a matter - wp px 
mynd: In this context, the expression means that every 
juxtaposition must be mutual, i.e., both cases teach 
a halakha with regard to the other. By contrast, Rashi 
writes that this is not the correct meaning of the principle. 
Rather, it means that all aspects that apply to one case 
also apply to the other, as stated previously with regard 
to the expression: There is no verbal analogy for half of a 
matter. Accordingly, Rashi maintains that this principle 
should be omitted from the text of the Gemara, which he 
adjusts based on the corresponding passage on Zevahim 
48a. Many commentaries disagree with Rashi’s assump- 
tion here (Halikhot Olam; Korban Aharon; see Encyclopedia 
Talmudit, under the entry: Hekesh). 


As this has been excluded from the juxtaposition — 
PIII PRAX: In other words, although in general there 

is no juxtaposition for half of a matter, when there is a 

verbal analogy that indicates a different conclusion, the 

principle that there is no verbal analogy for half of a mat- 
ter takes precedence. Consequently, the verbal analogy is 

accepted in its entirety while the juxtaposition is partially 
accepted. For this reason, the Rabbis derive from the ear- 
lier passage that the provisional guilt offering mentioned 

in the later passage must be a ram worth at least two sil- 
ver shekels, but they do not derive from the later passage 

a halakha with regard to the earlier passage, i.e., that one 

is liable to bring a provisional guilt offering for uncertain 

misuse of consecrated property. 


Say that its uncertain violation should not be more 
stringent than its definite violation, etc. - x NID 
"931 iT Wan 19D xp: The reason that the Torah is in 
fact more stringent with an offering brought in a case of 
uncertainty than for an offering brought for a definite 
violation is because one who knows that he sins regrets 
his actions and repents to a greater extent than one who 
is uncertain, as that individual thinks that he might not 
have done anything wrong at all (Rabbeinu Yona). 
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And how would Rabbi Akiva respond to this opinion? He holds 
that there is no juxtaposition for half of a matter.“ Consequently, 
one must also derive the halakhot of the earlier passage from the 
later passage, and one is liable to bring a provisional guilt offering 
for uncertain misuse of consecrated property. The Gemara raises a 
difficulty: Should one conclude by inference that the Rabbis hold 
that there is a juxtaposition for half ofa matter? But this is difficult, 
because we maintain as a principle that there is no juxtaposition 
for half of a matter. 


Rather, everyone agrees that there is no juxtaposition for half of 
a matter. And here, this is the reason for the opinion of the Rabbis, 
as they derive from the verbal analogy of the expression “the com- 
mandments of the Lord” (Leviticus 5:17) stated with regard to the 
provisional guilt offering and the identical expression “the com- 
mandments of the Lord” (Leviticus 4:27) stated with regard to the 
sin offering that one is not liable to bring a provisional guilt offering 
for uncertain misuse of consecrated property. One does not derive 
the halakhot of the earlier passage based upon the later passage, as 
this aspect of the comparison has been explicitly excluded from the 
comparison of these two passages based upon their juxtaposition." 


And Rabbi Akiva derives the halakha that the provisional guilt 
offering must be worth at least two silver shekels from the verse: 

“This is the law of the guilt offering” (Leviticus 7:1). This teaches 
that there is one law for all of the guilt offerings, and therefore each 
guilt offering must be worth at least two silver shekels. Since it is 
not necessary for him to derive this halakha from the juxtaposition 
of the passages concerning misuse of consecrated property and the 
provisional guilt offering, and the verbal analogy cannot entirely 
negate the comparison indicated by this juxtaposition, Rabbi Akiva 
derives from the juxtaposition that one is liable to bring a provi- 
sional guilt offering for uncertain misuse of consecrated property. 


And the Rabbis would reply that even though it is written: “This 
is the law of the guilt offering,” nevertheless it was necessary for 
the verse to write: “And if anyone sin,’ in which the letter vav adds 
to the previous matter and indicates that the halakhot of the later 
passage are learned from the earlier passage. This teaches that a 
provisional guilt offering must be worth at least two silver shekels. 


And if you would say that this could be derived from the verse: 

“This is the law of the guilt offering,” that is impossible, as I would 
say: When I say that there is one law for all of the guilt offerings, 
that statement applies only to other definite guilt offerings. In 
other words, just as the guilt offering for definite misuse of conse- 
crated property must be worth at least two silver shekels, the same 
applies to all definite guilt offerings. 


But with regard to the provisional guilt offering, since it comes 
for an uncertain violation, e.g., in a case where one is uncertain 
whether he ate forbidden fat, one might say that the offering one 
brings for its uncertain violation should not be more stringent 
than the offering one brings for its definite violation:" Just as for 
its definite violation one may bring a sin offering worth even one- 
sixth [danka]' of a dinar, so too, for its uncertain violation one may 
bring a guilt offering worth even one-sixth of a dinar. It is for this 
reason that the Merciful One wrote: “And if anyone sin,” in which 
the letter vav adds to the previous matter. By contrast, since Rabbi 
Akiva does not derive the requirement for a provisional guilt offer- 
ing to be worth at least two silver shekels from this verse, he derives 
from it that one brings a provisional guilt offering in a case of 
uncertain misuse of consecrated property. 


LANGUAGE 


One-sixth [danka] - x37: Danka is a Persian monetary unit that 
appears in Middle Persian sources as dang. Like the Aramaic ma'a, 


it constituted one-sixth of a dinar. The term was also used to refer 
to one-sixth of anything. 
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The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who 
expounds the verse: “This is the law of the guilt offering,” as Rabbi 
Akiva derives from here that a provisional guilt offering must be 
worth at least two silver shekels. But according to the one who 
does not expound the verse: “This is the law of the guilt offering,” 
what is there to say? From where does he derive that all guilt offer- 
ings must have the same minimum value? The Gemara answers that 
he derives it from a verbal analogy between the term “your valua- 
tion” stated with regard to other guilt offerings (see Leviticus 5:18, 
5:25), and the identical term “your valuation” (Leviticus 5:15)" from 
the case of a guilt offering for misuse of consecrated property, 
which the verse indicates must be worth at least two silver shekels. 


The Gemara asks: What is the source of this halakha with regard to 
the guilt offering for engaging in intercourse with an espoused 
maidservant, about which the term “your valuation” is not writ- 
ten in the Torah? The Gemara answers: We derive it from a verbal 
analogy between the word “ram” (Leviticus 5:15) in the verse 
about a guilt offering for misuse of consecrated property and the 
word “ram” (Leviticus 19:21) in a verse concerning the espoused 
maidservant. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Akiva concedes that one does 
not bring payment for his misuse of consecrated property until it 
becomes known to him that he is guilty of misuse, as then he brings 
a definite guilt offering with his payment. Rabbi Tarfon said: One 
brings payment for misuse and its additional payment of one-fifth, 
and a guilt offering worth two sela, and says: If it is certain that I 
misused consecrated property, this is payment for my misuse and 
this is my definite guilt offering. And if it is uncertain whether I 
misused consecrated property, the money is a contribution to the 
Temple fund for the purchase of communal offerings and the guilt 
offering is provisional. 


The Gemara asks: According to Rabbi Tarfon, what is this individual 
saying? How can he say: Ifit is uncertain, when he clearly is uncer- 
tain about whether he misused consecrated property? Rava said 
that one should teach the mishna as follows: If its uncertainty 
persists forever, this offering should be a provisional guilt offer- 
ing, whereas if it becomes known that I misused consecrated prop- 
erty, this should be a regular guilt offering. This is an effective stipu- 
lation, as the offering one brings in a case where it is known to him 
that he misused consecrated property is from the same species as 
the offering he brings in a case where it is unknown to him whether 
he misused consecrated property. 


The Gemara objects: Ultimately, even according to Rabbi Tarfon 
one cannot necessarily avoid bringing two guilt offerings. Since at 
the time when he brought his first offering he was uncertain whether 
he had misused consecrated property, when it becomes known to 
him that he misused consecrated property he is required to bring 
a definite guilt offering. 


In response to this question Rava said: From the statement of both 
of the tanna’im, i.e., Rabbi Tarfon and Rabbi Akiva, it can be learned 
that a definite guilt offering does not require knowledge" that the 
individual definitely sinned ab initio. Consequently, as long as 
it eventually becomes known that he sinned, he has fulfilled his 
obligation to bring a definite guilt offering. 


HALAKHA 


Knowledge in the case of a guilt offering - owxa nyna mye: 
One who is liable to bring a definite guilt offering requires knowl- 
edge that he definitely sinned before he brings the offering. If he 
sacrificed his offering and only afterward it became known to him 


accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, which is mentioned 
subsequently, that one may not bring a guilt offering conditionally 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:10, and see Mahari 
Kurkus there). 


that he sinned, he has not fulfilled his obligation. This ruling is in 


NOTES 

Your valuation - Jawa: The requirement that a 
guilt offering must be worth at least two silver shek- 
els does not refer to all guilt offerings, but only to 
those that are rams, i.e., the provisional guilt offering, 
the guilt offering for robbery, the guilt offering for 
misuse of consecrated property, and the guilt offer- 
ing for engaging in intercourse with an espoused 
maidservant. It does not apply to the guilt offering 
of a nazirite and the guilt offering of a leper, which 
are lambs in their first year that must be worth at 
east one sela (see 10b). 


A definite guilt offering does not require knowl- 
edge ab initio — TIPA) TP ya xb nen owe: 

n this regard the guilt offering differs from a sin 

offering, about which it is stated: “If his sin, which he 
has sinned, be known to him” (Leviticus 4:28), indi- 
cating that one brings a sin offering only if he knows 
or certain that he sinned. The Gemara (Shabbat 72a) 
cites a disputing opinion that in order to designate a 
definite guilt offering one requires knowledge that 
he definitely sinned. The commentaries write that 
his is the opinion of Rabbi Yosei in the subsequent 
mishna, which states that two people do not bring 
one guilt offering, as he maintains that one may not 
establish conditions for atonement offerings (Tosafot 
on Shabbat 72a; see Mahari Kurkus on Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:10). 
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MI S HNA Apropos the previous case in which one 


brings the same type of animal when liability 
is certain as when liability is uncertain, this mishna teaches: With 
regard to a woman who brought" a bird sin offering" in a case of 
uncertainty whether she miscarried a fetus that would have ren- 
dered her liable to bring a sin offering or whether what she expelled 
would not render her liable to bring an offering, in which case this 
sin offering may not be eaten by priests, the halakha is as follows: If 
before the nape of the neck of the bird was pinched it became 
known to her that she certainly gave birth, i.e., miscarried, in a 
manner that obligates her to bring a sin offering, she should render 
the offering a definite sin offering," as from the same type of animal 
that she brings a sin offering for a case where it is known to her 
that she miscarried, she brings a sin offering for a case where it is 
unknown to her. 


The mishna resumes discussion of the provisional guilt offering. 
If one had a piece of non-sacred meat and a piece of sacrificial 
meat," and he ate one of them and does not know which of them 
he ate, he is exempt from the obligation to bring a guilt offering for 
misuse of consecrated property. Rabbi Akiva deems him liable to 
bring a provisional guilt offering, in accordance with his opinion 
in the previous mishna that one brings a provisional guilt offering 
even in a case of uncertainty with regard to misuse. If he then ate 
the second piece, he brings a definite guilt offering, as it is certain 
that he ate the sacrificial meat. 


If one person ate the first piece and another person came and ate 
the second piece, this first person brings a provisional guilt offer- 
ing and that second person brings a provisional guilt offering; this 
is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Shimon says: Both of 
them bring one definite guilt offering as partners, and they stipu- 
late that the one who ate the non-sacred meat grants his share of the 
animal to the one who ate the sacrificial meat, and the guilt offering 
is sacrificed on his behalf. Rabbi Yosei says: 


HALAKHA 


A woman who brought - Awanw mwa: With regard to a 
woman upon whom it is incumbent to bring a bird sin offering, 
due to uncertainty whether a miscarriage obligated her to bring 
the sin offering of a woman after childbirth, the halakha is as 
follows: If before the nape of the neck of the bird was pinched it 
became known to her that she certainly was obligated to bring a 
sin offering, she should render the offering a definite sin offering 
and the bird is eaten. If her obligation became known after the 
nape of the bird was pinched, its blood is sprinkled and squeezed, 
and then the bird is burned, so that people should not say that a 
bird brought as a sin offering due to uncertainty is eaten (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:11). 


A woman who brought a bird sin offering - TWIT TwKT 
iyi mewn: A woman after childbirth brings a lamb that is in its 
first year, which is brought as a burnt offering, and a pigeon or 
a dove as a sin offering. If she cannot afford the cost of a lamb 
for a burnt offering, she may bring two birds, either doves or 
pigeons, one as a burnt offering and the other as a sin offering. 
The sacrifice of these offerings concludes her purification process, 
after which she may partake of sacrificial meat. Even in a case of 
uncertainty whether she is liable to bring the offering, she must 
bring these offerings, although opinions differ as to whether this 
obligation applies by Torah law or by rabbinic law. In this case, 
the burnt offering is sacrificed conditionally, meaning that if she 
is exempt it should be a gift offering, while the bird designated 
as a sin offering cannot be brought conditionally, as one does not 
sacrifice a sin offering as a gift offering. Therefore, because of its 
unclear status, the sin offering is not eaten by the priests in case 


NOTES 


A piece of non-sacred meat and a piece of sacrificial meat — 
wipe ayamponby mann: One who had before him a piece 

of non-sacred meat and a piece of sacrificial meat, and ate one of 
them and does not know which of them he ate, is exempt from 

the obligation to bring a guilt offering for misuse of consecrated 

property. If he then ate the second piece, he brings a definite guilt 
offering, as it is certain that he ate the sacrificial meat (Rambam 

Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:12). 


it is non-sacred, as a non-sacred bird killed by pinching its nape 
has the status of a carcass and is prohibited in consumption. 


She should render the offering a definite sin offering - n»>wyn 
IT: According to the letter of the law, even if it became known 
o her that she certainly is obligated to bring a sin offering after 
he nape of the neck of the bird was pinched, she can render 
he offering a definite sin offering, as the atonement is achieved 
hrough the sprinkling of the blood, which occurs later. Never- 
heless, amora’im disagree how one should proceed in this case 
(see 26b). According to Rav, the blood is sprinkled and the bird is 
eaten by the priests. According to Rabbi Yohanan, this bird is not 
eaten by the priests, lest people mistakenly conclude that a bird 
sin offering brought in a case of uncertainty may be eaten (see 
Tosafot and Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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Two people do not bring one guilt offering," as one may not 
sacrifice atonement offerings conditionally. 


If one had a piece of forbidden fat and a piece of non-sacred meat,” 
and he ate one of them and does not know which of them he ate, 
he brings a provisional guilt offering, as perhaps he ate the forbid- 
den fat. Ifhe then ate the second piece, he brings a sin offering, as 
it is certain that he ate the fat. If one person ate the first piece and 
another person came and ate the second piece, this person brings 
a provisional guilt offering and that person brings a provisional 
guilt offering;" this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Shi- 
mon says: Both of them bring one sin offering" as partners, and 
they stipulate that the sin offering should be credited to the one 
who ate the fat. Rabbi Yosei says: Two people do not bring one 
sin offering. 


If one had a piece of forbidden fat and a piece of sacrificial permit- 
ted fat" and he ate one of them and does not know which of them 
he ate, he brings a provisional guilt offering, as perhaps he ate the 
forbidden fat. Ifhe then ate the second piece, he brings a sin offer- 
ing, as he certainly ate the fat, and a definite guilt offering for 
misuse of consecrated property. If one person ate the first piece and 
another person came and ate the second piece, this person brings 
a provisional guilt offering and that person brings a provisional 
guilt offering. Rabbi Shimon says: Both of them bring a sin offer- 
ing and a guilt offering as partners, and they stipulate that each 
offering should be credited to the one who is liable to bring it. Rabbi 
Yosei says: Two people do not bring one sin offering and one 
guilt offering. 


If one had a piece of forbidden fat and a piece of sacrificial forbid- 
den fat" and he ate one of them and does not know which of them 
he ate, he brings a sin offering as he certainly ate forbidden fat. 
Rabbi Akiva says: He also brings a provisional guilt offering, as 
perhaps he ate the sacrificial fat, in accordance with his opinion that 
one brings a provisional guilt offering even in the case of uncertainty 
with regard to misuse of consecrated property. If he then ate the 
second piece, he brings two sin offerings," as he ate two pieces 
of forbidden fat, and a definite guilt offering for misuse of 
consecrated property. 


NOTES 


This person brings a provisional guilt offering and that person 
brings a provisional guilt offering - x22 m) nbn DON NINT 
nbn Bw: Rashi infers from here that according to Rabbi Akiva 
there i is no need for the presence of two pieces, one permitted 
and the other prohibited, to render one liable to bring a provi- 
sional guilt offering in a case of uncertainty, as there was only one 
piece of uncertain status before the second person. This issue 
is discussed in detail in the fourth chapter, beginning on 17b. 


Both of them bring one sin offering — nots MXwN pwn OW: 
The commentaries raise a difficulty with this ruling: A sin offer- 
ing requires the placing of hands on its head by the owner of 
the offering, and it cannot be suggested that both individuals 
should place their hands due to uncertainty, as one of them will 
necessarily be performing labor with a consecrated animal, which 
is forbidden (Tosafot Yeshanim on 7a). One answer is that the 
Sages instituted an ordinance in this particular case that the two 
individuals should bring an offering without placing their hands, 
and this fulfills their obligation, as the placing of the hands is not 
indispensable to the sacrifice (Rabbi Akiva Eiger, citing Tosafot 
on Zevahim 75a). 


The later commentaries raise an additional problem: Two 
people should not be allowed to bring a sin offering condition- 
ally, as a sin offering is brought only if one is certain that he sinned, 
in accordance with the verse: “If his sin, which he has sinned, be 
known to him” (Leviticus 4:28). They suggest that according to 
Rabbi Shimon, the knowledge of a definite sin does not apply to 
the sinner, but is a requirement of the offering; an offering cannot 
be brought for an uncertain transgression. But in this situation, 
since there is definite knowledge that a sin was committed by 
one of these two individuals, they can bring the offering together 
(Kehillot Ya'akov). 


If he then ate the second piece, he brings two sin offerings, 
etc. — ^D NKU WY KID TWI NY bons: This is referring to a 
case where he ate the first piece unwittingly and his mistake 
was made known to him, and he then ate the second piece 
unwittingly in another lapse of awareness. If he ate them both in 
a single lapse of awareness, he would be liable to bring only one 
sin offering for eating forbidden fat (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). 


HALAKHA 


Two people do not bring one guilt offering - Daw px 
IN OWN pan: If one had before him a piece of non- 
sacted meat and a piece of sacrificial meat, and he ate 
one of them and does not know which of them he ate, 
and another person came and ate the second piece, both 
are exempt from bringing a guilt offering for misuse of 
consecrated property. This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hil- 
khot Shegagot 9:12). 


A piece of forbidden fat and a piece of non-sacred 
meat - pon nnm abn n2nmn: If one had before him 
a piece eke at and a piece of non-sacred meat, 
and he ate one of them and does not know which of 
them he ate, and he brought a provisional guilt offering 
and then ate the second piece, he brings a sin offering. 
If another person ate the second piece, he brings a pro- 
visional guilt offering. This halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, since Rabbi Yosei agrees with 
him, as explained in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 8:9). 


A piece of forbidden fat and a piece of sacrificial per- 
mitted fat — wip nanm aon nann: If one had before 
him a piece of forbidden fat and a piece of sacrificial 
permitted fat, and he ate one of them but does not 
know which of them he ate, he brings a provisional guilt 
offering for the forbidden fat. If he then ate the second 
piece, he brings a sin offering for the fat, and a definite 
guilt offering for misuse of consecrated property. If a 
different person ate the second piece, the second person 
also brings a provisional guilt offering (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:13). 


A piece of forbidden fat and a piece of sacrificial for- 
bidden fat - wasp son n»nm aon nann: If one had 
before him a piece of forbidden fat and a piece of sacri- 
ficial forbidden fat, he brings a sin offering. If he ate the 
second piece after he was informed about the first piece, 
he brings two sin offerings in total and a definite guilt 
offering for misuse of consecrated property. If another 
person came and ate the second piece, each brings a 
sin offering alone. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 9:13). 
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HALAKHA 


A piece of forbidden fat and a piece of forbidden 
fat that is notar - ant 29n nanm son nann: If one 
had before him a piece of forbidden fat, as well as a 
second piece of forbidden fat that is notar, and he 
ate one of them and does not know which of them 
he ate, he brings a sin offering for the forbidden 
at and a provisional guilt offering for the notar. If 
he then ate the second piece in a different lapse of 
awareness, he brings three sin offerings, two for the 
orbidden fat and one for the notar. If the notar piece 
was worth the value of one peruta, he brings a defi- 
nite guilt offering for misuse of consecrated property. 
f another person ate the second piece, each brings a 
sin offering and a provisional guilt offering. This rul- 
ing is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 8:10). 


NOTES 


Any sin offering that comes as atonement for a 
sin - Kyn by mea ww nxn dp: Although Rabbi 
Yosei refers only toasin offering When stating that 
two people may not jointly bring an offering, this 
requirement applies to guilt offerings as well as to 
sin offerings, as the guilt offering is juxtaposed to the 
sin offering (Sefat Emet). As explained subsequently, 
according to Rabbi Yosei two people may not even 
bring a provisional guilt offering together, as the 
uncertainty applies separately to each of them. 

Itis evident from here that two people may bring 
a single sin offering and issue a stipulation if the sin 
offering does not come as atonement for a sin, such 
as the sin offering of a woman after childbirth or of 
those who have not yet brought their atonement 
offerings to complete the purification process. 


His opinion is the same as that of the first tanna - 
ta? KIA WT: Although the standard version of the 

mishna explicitly ascribes this opinion to Rabbi Akiva, 

it appears that Rava and Rav Nahman had a different 

version of the text, according to which this ruling is 

not attributed to a specific tanna. 
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If one person ate the first piece and another person came and ate 
the second piece, this person brings a sin offering and that person 
brings a sin offering. Rabbi Akiva says: This person and that 
person each bring a provisional guilt offering as well, due to the 
uncertainty as to which of them ate the sacrificial fat. Rabbi Shi- 
mon says: This person brings a sin offering and that person 
brings a sin offering and both of them bring one guilt offering 
as partners, and they stipulate that the offering should be credited 
to the one who ate the sacrificial fat. Rabbi Yosei says: The two of 
them do not bring one guilt offering. 


If one had a piece of forbidden fat and a piece of forbidden fat that 
is notar," an offering whose designated time has passed for which 
one is liable to receive karet if he ate it intentionally and liable to 
bring a sin offering if he ate it unwittingly, and he ate one of them 
and does not know which of them he ate, he brings a sin offering, 
as he certainly ate forbidden fat, and a provisional guilt offering, 
due to the possibility that he ate the notar. Ifhe then ate the second 
piece, he brings three sin offerings, two for the forbidden fat and 
one for the prohibition against eating notar. 


If one person ate the first piece and another person came and ate 
the second piece, this person brings a sin offering and a provi- 
sional guilt offering, as he certainly ate forbidden fat and it is 
uncertain whether he ate the notar, and that person brings a sin 
offering and a provisional guilt offering. Rabbi Shimon says: 
This person brings a sin offering and that person brings a sin 
offering and both of them bring one additional sin offering as 
partners, and they stipulate that the offering should be credited to 
the one who ate the notar. Rabbi Yosei says: Two people do not 
bring any sin offering that comes as atonement for a sin." 


GEMARA The mishna teaches that in a case where 


there was a piece of forbidden fat and a 
piece of non-sacred meat and each piece was eaten by a different 
person, Rabbi Shimon maintains that both of them bring one sin 
offering by stipulating that the sin offering is credited to the one 
who ate the fat, whereas Rabbi Yosei says that two people do not 
bring one sin offering. Rava said to Rav Nahman: According to 
Rabbi Yosei, it is apparently a sin offering that they both do not 
bring, whereas they do both bring a provisional guilt offering. If 
so, his opinion is the same as that of the first tanna," who explicitly 
stated that each of them brings a provisional guilt offering. 


And if you would say that there is a difference between the opin- 
ions of Rabbi Yosei and the first tanna with regard to the require- 
ment of one piece from two pieces, i.e., according to Rabbi Yosei 
only the first individual is liable to bring a provisional guilt offering, 
as he had two pieces before him, whereas the second is exempt, 
since there was only one piece before him when he ate it, this can- 
not be correct: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: 
This person brings a provisional guilt offering and that person 
brings a provisional guilt offering. Rav Nahman said to Rava in 
response: This is what the mishna teaches us, that who is the first 
tanna? It is Rabbi Yosei. 


§ The mishna discusses the case of a piece of forbidden fat and a 
piece of sacrificial permitted fat, the case of a piece of forbidden 
fat and a piece of sacrificial forbidden fat, and the case of a piece 
of forbidden fat and a piece of forbidden fat that is notar. In the 
final case, if someone ate one of the pieces and then ate the second 
piece, he brings three sin offerings, two for the forbidden fat and 
one for the prohibition against eating notar. Rava said to Rav 
Nahman: And let him also bring a definite guilt offering for 
misuse of consecrated property, as notar is sacrificial food. Rav 
Nahman said to Rava: This is referring to a case where the piece 
does not have the value of one peruta, and one is not liable for 
misusing consecrated property of such little value. 
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Rava raised a difficulty to Rav Nahman: But at the outset of the 
mishna we are dealing with a piece that does have the value of one 
peruta, as it teaches that if one ate both a piece of forbidden fat and 
a piece of sacrificial permitted fat, he brings a definite guilt offering 
for misuse of consecrated property. Rav Nahman said to Rava: That 
clause of the mishna is referring to a piece that is not notar, and that 
piece is worth one peruta. The case of the piece of notar is different. 
Since it has been left over for a while, most people would not eat it, 
and it is no longer worth one peruta. 


Rava raised another difficulty to Rav Nahman: But the mishna (13b) 
states: There is a case where one performs one act of eating and is 
liable for having violated five transgressions, and that mishna teaches 
that the case is where a ritually impure person ate forbidden fat that 
was notar from sacrificial meat on Yom Kippur, and it teaches that 
he brings four sin offerings and one guilt offering. Since the guilt 
offering is for misusing consecrated property, the piece of meat, 
which is notar, is evidently worth at least one peruta. 


Rav Nahman said to Rava: That mishna is referring to an act of 
excessive eating, i.e., to a large piece of meat that is notar, which is 
worth one peruta, and this mishna here is referring to an act of 
light eating," i.e., a small piece of meat that is notar, which is not 
worth one peruta, and therefore it is not difficult. Alternatively, 
that mishna is referring to notar in the rainy season, when the meat 
does not spoil so quickly and therefore it is still worth one peruta, 
and this mishna here is referring to notar in the summer, when it 
spoils quickly. 


§ The mishna further teaches with regard to the case of a piece of 
forbidden fat and a piece of forbidden fat that is notar, that if one 
person ate the first piece and another ate the second piece, Rabbi 
Shimon says: Each brings a sin offering for having eaten forbidden 
fat, and they bring an additional sin offering for the transgression of 
eating notar, with the stipulation that the offering is credited to the 
one who ate the notar. Rava said to Rav Nahman: This indicates 
that the prohibition of notar takes effect despite the fact that the 
prohibition of forbidden fat already applied to this piece. And did 
Rabbi Shimon say that a prohibition takes effect where another 
prohibition already exists? 


But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: One who 
unwittingly eats an unslaughtered animal carcass on Yom Kippur" 
is exempt from bringing a sin offering for the sin of eating on Yom 
Kippur because the prohibition against eating on Yom Kippur does 
not take effect upon the meat of an animal carcass, which is already 
prohibited? 


Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, said: The mishna is referring to a case 
where he ate a kidney with its forbidden fat. Since the kidney is 
not forbidden fat, the prohibition against eating notar applies with 
regard to the kidney. The Gemara asks: But even with regard to a 
kidney with its forbidden fat, the prohibition of items that are 
supposed to ascend upon the altar applies to it, i.e., it is already 
forbidden for consumption because it is supposed to be burned on 
the altar. Consequently, how does the prohibition of notar come 
and apply to it? 


And if you would say that Rabbi Shimon maintains that notar is a 
severe prohibition, and therefore it applies where the relatively 
lenient prohibition of items that are supposed to ascend upon the 
altar has already taken effect, this cannot be correct. The Gemara 
explains: But the prohibition of eating an animal carcass is a lenient 
prohibition, as it is punishable merely by lashes, and eating on Yom 
Kippur is a severe prohibition, as its violation is punishable by karet; 
and yet according to Rabbi Shimon the prohibition against eating 
on Yom Kippur, which is severe, does not come and apply where 
the prohibition of an animal carcass, which is lenient, has already 
taken effect. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


That mishna is referring to excessive [gassa] eating and 
this mishna is referring to light [dakka] eating - x'in 
ip Ta kIT BAA: Rashi explains that although it is prohib- 
ited to derive benefit from notar, and items from which it 
is prohibited to derive benefit are generally considered to 
be of no value at all, these items are nevertheless subject 
to the halakhot of misuse, provided the Sanctuary or the 
altar stands to benefit from them. With regard to notar, the 
altar can benefit, as it were, where notar was burned upon 
it improperly, as in that case the notar is not taken down 
from the altar. Other commentaries maintain that one is 
liable for misuse of items consecrated to the altar that 
have inherent sanctity, even if they are worth less than 
one peruta (Tosafot on 13b; see Minhat Kohen). 

Some commentaries note that the terminology: Exces- 
sive [gassa] and light [dakka], is somewhat unusual. One 
interpretation given is that the Gemara is not referring 
to the act of eating, but rather to animals: That mishna is 
referring to an animal of excessive size, whose fat is worth 
one peruta, whereas this mishna is referring to a light or 
thin animal, which is not worth one peruta (Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola; see Ya‘avetz and Keter Yeshua). 


HALAKHA 


One who eats an unslaughtered animal carcass on Yom 
Kippur - D4937 oa AYA) Soinen: If one ate forbidden 
food on Yom Kippur, e.g., piggul, notar, untithed produce, 
animal carcasses, tereifot, forbidden fat, or blood, since he 
ate something that is fit for human consumption, he is lia- 
ble to receive karet for eating on Yom Kippur. Although in 
general a prohibition does not take effect where another 
prohibition already exists, Yom Kippur is considered an 
inclusive prohibition, i.e., it is more comprehensive than 
those prohibitions, as all foods are prohibited on this day. 
Since the prohibition of Yom Kippur takes effect with 
regard to other foods, it also takes effect with regard to 
items that were already prohibited. This ruling is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon; see Kiddu- 
shin77b (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 2:2 
and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1418-19). 
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HALAKHA 
To include the sacrificial portions — n% niab 
Pawg: Ifa ritually impure person ate the sacrificial 
portions of an offering, he is liable to receive karet 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
18:18). 


The sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanc- 
tity - ap Dw IP wa: The prohibition of misuse 
of consecrated property applies to offerings of lesser 
sanctity only after their blood has been sprinkled. 
Once their blood has been sprinkled, the prohibition 
of misuse of consecrated property applies to their 
sacrificial portions until they are removed from the 
altar and taken to the place of the ashes (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Meiila 2:1). 


NOTES 


The prohibition of misuse is lenient. ..the prohibi- 
tion against sacrificial meat is a severe prohibi- 
tion — Wan NDN DWI NDN.. KIT Dp TPY NDN: 

any commentaries have a different version of the 
ext, according to which the phrase: The prohibi- 
ion against eating sacrificial meat, is replaced with: 
The prohibition of forbidden fat, which fits in better 
with the continuation of the Gemara that discusses 
orbidden fat (Hok Natan; Arukh LaNer; Rashash). In 
any case, the Gemara here clearly indicates that the 
punishment of karet is more severe than death at 
he hand of Heaven. Rashi explains that this severity 
is expressed by the fact that with regard to a trans- 
gression punishable by karet the unwitting sinner 
must bring a sin offering, whereas in the case of a 
transgression punishable by death at the hand of 
Heaven the unwitting sinner is exempt from bring- 
ing an offering. 
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Rather, one must say that specifically with regard to sacrificial food 
the Merciful One revealed that a prohibition takes effect where 
another prohibition already exists. 


As it is taught in a baraita with regard to the prohibition against 
eating sacrificial meat in a state of ritual impurity: “But the soul that 
eats from the meat of the sacrifice of peace offerings, which belong 
to the Lord, having his impurity upon him, that soul shall be cut off 
from his people” (Leviticus 7:20). The phrase “which belong to the 
Lord” serves to include in the prohibition of an impure person 
consuming sacrificial food the sacrificial portions," which are 
meant to be sacrificed upon the altar and not eaten by other people. 
One who eats this meat while he is impure is liable to receive karet. 


The Gemara explains the proof from this baraita: In the case of 
sacrificial portions, the prohibition of items that are supposed 
to ascend upon the altar applies to it, and with regard to the parts 
of the sacrificial portions that are forbidden fat, the prohibition 
against eating forbidden fat, which is punishable by karet, applies 
to it. And nevertheless the prohibition of eating sacrificial food in 
a state of impurity comes and applies in addition to that prohibi- 
tion. This indicates that with regard to sacrificial meat specifically, a 
prohibition takes effect where another prohibition already exists. 


The Gemara adds: Know that it is so, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
maintains in general that a prohibition takes effect where another 
prohibition already exists, but this statement applies only with 
regard to a relatively severe prohibition taking effect where a rela- 
tively lenient prohibition already exists. But in the case of a lenient 
prohibition taking effect where there is already an existing prohi- 
bition, and that original prohibition is more severe than the sec- 
ond one, no, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi does not hold that the second 
prohibition takes effect. And yet with regard to sacrificial meat, we 
have heard that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that even a lenient 
prohibition takes effect where a severe prohibition already exists. 


The Gemara cites the source for this claim: As the prohibition of 
misuse of consecrated property is a relatively lenient prohibition, 
since according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi it is punishable by death 
at the hand of Heaven, and the prohibition against eating sacrificial 
meat is a severe prohibition," since it is punishable by karet, and 
yet the prohibition punishable by death comes and takes effect 
where there is already an existing prohibition punishable by karet. 


As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It is 
stated with regard to peace offerings, which are offerings of lesser 
sanctity: “And the priest shall make them smoke upon the altar; it 
is the food of the offering made by fire, for a pleasing aroma; all the 
fat is the Lord’s” (Leviticus 3:16). This verse serves to include the 
sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity" in the halakha 
of misuse of consecrated property. 


The Gemara comments: And misuse of consecrated property, 
according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, is a prohibition punishable by 
death at the hand of Heaven, and yet it takes effect where there is 
already an existing prohibition of forbidden fat, which is a prohibi- 
tion punishable by karet. Conclude from this baraita that with 
regard to sacrificial food, the Merciful One revealed that a prohi- 
bition takes effect where another prohibition already exists. As 
stated above, it is for this reason that Rabbi Shimon states in the 
mishna that one is liable to bring two sin offerings for eating 
forbidden fat that is notar. 
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The Gemara objects: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Shimon says: The prohibition against eating an offering that was 
sacrificed with the intent to consume it after its designated time 
[piggul] does not apply to items that are supposed to ascend onto 
the altar, and similarly, the prohibition against eating notar does 
not apply to items that are supposed to ascend onto the altar? This 
indicates that even with regard to sacrificial meat, a prohibition does 
not take effect where another prohibition already exists. 


The Gemara suggests: Rather, this matter is a dispute between 
tanna’im with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as some 
say that Rabbi Shimon maintains that with regard to sacrificial 
meat a prohibition takes effect where another prohibition already 
exists, as indicated in the mishna. And some say that even with 
regard to sacrificial meat, Rabbi Shimon holds that a prohibition 
does not take effect where another prohibition already exists. 


The Gemara challenges: And according to the one who says that 
even with regard to sacrificial meat a prohibition does not take 
effect where another prohibition already exists, what does he 
do with the verse: “All the fat is the Lord’s” (Leviticus 3:16), from 
which it was derived above that the sacrificial parts of offerings 
of lesser sanctity are included in the prohibition of misuse of 
consecrated property? 


The Gemara answers that he interprets it as referring to the off- 
spring of sacrificial animals, as he holds that the offspring of 
sacrificial animals become sanctified when they begin to exist," 
i.e., when they are born. Since the prohibition of forbidden fat also 
takes effect at that time, both of them, i.e., the prohibitions of for- 
bidden fat and misuse of consecrated property, come into effect 
simultaneously. 
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HALAKHA 


The offspring of sacrificial animals. ..when they begin to 
exist — Ta Dw IP by: If one slaughtered a sin offering 
and found inside it a living fetus that was four months old, 
the fetus must be eaten in accordance with the halakhot 
of the meat of a sin offering, as the offspring of sacrificial 
animals become sanctified in their mother’s womb (Ram- 
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 4:3). 


NOTES 


The offspring of sacrificial animals become sanctified 
when they begin to exist — pwinp sm maa Dep ar: 
The term: When they begin to exist [bahavayatan], is refer- 
ring to the time of birth, when they become independent 
entities. Rashi explains that this expression alludes to the 
language of the verse from which the halakha of the off- 
spring of consecrated animals is derived: “Only your sacred 
items that you have, and your vows, you shall take, and go 
to the place which the Lord shall choose” (Deuteronomy 
12:26). According to the Gemara (Bekhorot 14b), the phrase 
“which you have [yihiyu]" is referring to the offspring. The 
Gemara elsewhere (Temura 25a) states that this issue of 
whether the offspring of sacrificial animals become sancti- 
fied when they begin to exist is actually a matter of dispute, 
as there is an opinion that the offspring of consecrated ani- 
mals are consecrated before they are born, in their mother’s 
womb. The halakha is in accordance with that opinion. 
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The first part of this chapter dealt with the definition of the blood whose consump- 
tion is punishable by karet. Although the Torah specifies only the blood of birds 
and mammals, other creatures are included in the prohibition. Nevertheless, the 
blood of people, creeping animals, fish, and grasshoppers are all excluded from the 
prohibition by Torah law. By rabbinic law, the blood of people is prohibited unless it 
was not separated from the body, e.g., blood between the teeth, in which case there 
is no prohibition against swallowing the blood. Similarly, although the blood of fish 
and grasshoppers is permitted by Torah law, the Sages prohibited its consumption 
when it is collected in a vessel, due to the fact that it looks as though one is violating 
a prohibition. 

Another halakha analyzed in this chapter is that one is liable to receive karet only 
for consuming blood with which the soul departs, which includes blood emitted 
during slaughter or through any other form of an animal’s death, as well as blood 
that spurts forcefully during bloodletting. One is not liable to be punished with 
karet for consuming blood that emerges at the start of bloodletting or for blood of 
exudate, which is the blood that oozes from an animal that has been slaughtered 
after the initial spurt concludes. Likewise, one is not liable to be punished with karet 
for consumption of blood of the limbs, including blood of the heart, although the 
Sages differentiate between blood of the heart itself and blood that enters the heart 
from elsewhere in the body. In any event, if these types of blood are not where they 
originated, they are forbidden by Torah law. 


This chapter also discussed the provisional guilt offering, specifically, the question 
of whether it is brought for an uncertain violation of the prohibition of misuse of 
consecrated property, just as it is brought for uncertain transgressions punishable 
by karet. The conclusion is that although the verse juxtaposes the guilt offering for 
misuse of consecrated property with the provisional guilt offering, that consideration 
is overridden by a verbal analogy, according to which the provisional guilt offering 
is brought only for an uncertain transgression whose intentional violation is punish- 
able by karet and for whose unwitting violation one must bring a sin offering. Since 
misuse of consecrated property is a prohibition that is not punishable by karet, one 
does not bring a provisional guilt offering for its uncertain violation. 


Apropos this matter, the Gemara analyzes several principles of halakhic midrash and 
the relationship between them, e.g., the principle that the term “and” at the begin- 
ning of a passage in the Torah links that passage to the preceding one, such that the 
halakhot discussed in one passage apply to the other; the principle that there is no 
verbal analogy for half of a matter; and the principle that there is no juxtaposition 
for half of a matter. 


Summary of 
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The last section of the chapter deals with various cases where it is uncertain which 
of two individuals violated a prohibition, e.g., two people each ate a piece of meat, 
and it is known that one of the pieces was forbidden but it is not known who ate the 
forbidden piece. The Sages dispute whether each individual must bring a provisional 
guilt offering, or whether the two of them together may bring a single sin offering and 
stipulate that it should be considered to have been brought by the one who violated 
the prohibition. The halakha is that two people cannot jointly bring a sin offering 
that serves as atonement for a sin. This stands in contrast to other cases involving 
uncertainty regarding one’s liability to bring a sin offering, e.g., when it is unknown 
which of two women must bring a sin offering after childbirth, the women may bring 
a single sin offering and stipulate that it be credited to the one who is obligated to 
bring it. 
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If his sin, which he has sinned, be known to him, then 
he shall bring for his offering a goat, a female without 
blemish, for his sin which he has sinned. 

(Leviticus 4:28) 
And if anyone sins, and does any of the mitzvot of the 
Lord which may not be done, and he did not know, yet 
he is guilty, and shall bear his iniquity. And he shall 
bring a ram without blemish out of the flock, according 
to your valuation, for a guilt offering, to the priest; and 
the priest shall make atonement for him concerning 
the error which he committed, though he did not know 
it, and he shall be forgiven. It is a guilt offering; he is 
certainly guilty before the Lord. 


(Leviticus 5:17-19) 


This final chapter of tractate Karetot begins by discussing the halakhot of a provi- 
sional guilt offering, after which it addresses various cases involving a sin offering 
and a regular guilt offering. With regard to a provisional guilt offering, the Torah 
states: “And if anyone sins, and does any of the mitzvot of the Lord which may not 
be done, and he did not know” (Leviticus 5:17). This verse raises many questions: 
What prohibitions are included in that which is written: “Any of the mitzvot”? Does 
this include all prohibitions, or is it referring to a more limited category of mitzvot? 


Furthermore, what is the meaning of the phrase “he did not know’? Is this referring 
only to a known case of uncertainty, e.g., one who ate a piece of meat that may or may 
not have been kosher, or does it include any matter of uncertainty that might arise in 
one’s heart? May one bring a provisional guilt offering even voluntarily? 


Another fundamental issue examined in this chapter is the case of one who brings 
a provisional guilt offering and his sin subsequently becomes known to him before 
he sacrifices his offering. In such a situation, does the offering retroactively become 
non-sacred, or does it retain its sanctity? Furthermore, what is the halakha if his 
sin became known to him after the performance of the sacrifice already began? In 
this instance, does one continue the sacrifice, and does this halakha depend on the 
particular stage of the sacrificial process the priest has reached? 


This chapter deals with a similar question with regard to all offerings: What is the 
halakha if one is obligated to bring an offering but it then becomes known that he 
did not sin or that he is obligated to bring a different offering? Furthermore, can one 
change his mind and bring an offering for a different sin than the one for which the 
offering was initially intended, and may he bring someone else’s offering? In connec- 
tion with this question, the Gemara analyzes the halakhot of a sliding-scale offering, 
which changes based on the individual’s economic status: What is the halakha if a 
wealthy person designated money for a sliding-scale offering and then became poor; 
may he use that money for the offering of a poor person, or is he not permitted to 
purchase a different offering with the designated money? 


Since a provisional guilt offering achieves atonement for someone who is uncertain 
whether he sinned, the Gemara discusses the effect of Yom Kippur in this context, as 
Yom Kippur provides a general atonement for the Jewish people. Is he still obligated 
to bring a provisional guilt offering after Yom Kippur passed? In general, for which 
sins does Yom Kippur atone, and which offerings are no longer brought after the 
passing of Yom Kippur because Yom Kippur already atoned for them? 
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MI S H N A In the case of one who brings a provisional 


guilt offering due to uncertainty as to 
whether he sinned, and it became known to him that he did not 
sin, if he made that discovery before the ram was slaughtered, it 
shall emerge and graze with the flock as a non-sacred animal, since 
its consecration was in error. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


And the Rabbis say: Its status is not that of a non-sacred animal; 
rather it is that of a guilt offering that was disqualified for sacrifice. 
Therefore, it shall graze until it becomes blemished;" and then it 
shall be sold, and the money received for it shall be allocated for 
the purchase of communal gift offerings by the Temple treasury. 
Rabbi Eliezer says: It shall be sacrificed as a provisional guilt offer- 
ing, as if it does not come to atone for this sin that he initially 
thought, it comes to atone for another sin of which he is unaware. 


If it became known to him that he did not sin after the ram was 
slaughtered" and its blood collected in a container, the blood shall 
be poured into the canal that flows through the Temple courtyard, 
and the flesh shall go out to the place of burning," like any dis- 
qualified offering. If the blood was sprinkled before he discovered 
that he did not sin, and the meat is intact, the meat may be eaten 
by the priests like any other sin offering, as from the moment that 
its blood was sprinkled the meat is permitted to the priests. Rabbi 
Yosei says: Even if the blood was still in the cup" when he discov- 
ered that he did not sin, the blood shall be sprinkled and the meat 
may be eaten. 


In the case of a definite guilt offering, itis not so," i.e., the halakha 
is different than with regard to a provisional guilt offering. Ifhe made 
the discovery that he did not sin before the ram was slaughtered, it 
shall go out and graze among the flock, as it is not consecrated. If 
it became known to him that he did not sin after the ram was slaugh- 
tered, it shall be buried like a non-sacred animal that was slaugh- 
tered in the Temple courtyard, and its blood is poured. If he discov- 
ered that he did not sin after the blood was sprinkled, the flesh 
shall go out to the place of burning, like any disqualified offering. 


In the case of an ox that is sentenced to be stoned (see Exodus 
21:28-32)," e.g., for killing a person, it is not so, i.e., it also does not 
have the same halakhic status as a provisional guilt offering. If it is 
discovered that the testimony with regard to the ox was false before 
it was stoned, it shall go out and graze among the flock as it never 
had the status of an ox sentenced to be stoned. If this was discovered 
after the ox was stoned, its halakhic status is as though it had not 
been sentenced, and therefore deriving benefit from its carcass 
is permitted. 


NOTES 


And the flesh shall go out to the place of burning - Wwam 
TDWI mab xx»: The place of burning is also called the place 
of the ashes, which was located inside the Temple courtyard. 
Disqualified offerings of the most sacred order were burned 
in this place (see Zevahim 104b). The reason for this halakha is 
clear according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who hold that the 
provisional guilt offering was previously consecrated and is now 
disqualified. According to Rabbi Meir, who holds that the animal 
is retroactively declared non-sacred, the Gemara will question 
why the flesh is burned, as one would have thought that the 
animal should be buried, in accordance with the halakha of non- 
sacred animals that were slaughtered in the Temple courtyard. 


In the case of a definite guilt offering it is not so — x7) DWN 
12 ix: Even according to the Rabbis, who hold that one's pro- 
visional guilt offering retains its sanctity if it became known to 
him that he did not sin, a definite guilt offering does become 
non-sacred in such a case. The reason that a provisional guilt 
offering does not become non-sacred is that at the time of 
consecration his heart struck him with pangs of conscience 
over sins that he might have committed, and he therefore 
wholeheartedly resolved to consecrate the animal. Conversely, 
if one consecrated an animal in order to achieve atonement for 
a certain sin that he thought he definitely committed, he did 
so only due to his certainty that he sinned. Therefore, if it later 
became clear that he did not sin, his initial act of consecration is 
retroactively nullified, and the animal is rendered non-sacred. 
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HALAKHA 


It shall graze until it becomes blemished - 4y nyy 
agn: In the case of one who brings a provisional guilt 
offering and it became known to him with certainty either 
that he did not sin or that he did sin, if he made that discov- 
ery before the ram was slaughtered, the animal shall graze 
until it becomes blemished. It shall then be sold, and the 
money received for it shall be given to the Temple treasury 
for the purchase of communal voluntary burnt offerings. 
The reason is that initially his heart struck him with pangs 
of conscience over sins that he may have committed, and 
he therefore wholeheartedly resolved to consecrate the 
animal. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis according to the explanation of the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:19). 


After the ram was slaughtered — pmwawn: In the case of 
one who brings a provisional guilt offering and it became 
known to him with certainty that he did not sin, if he made 
that discovery after the ram was slaughtered, the blood 
shall be poured out and the flesh shall be burned, like any 
disqualified offering. If the blood was sprinkled before he 
discovered that he did not sin, the meat may be eaten by 
the priests like that of any other sin offering (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:19). 

E 


ven if the blood was still in the cup — Dida 077 tow: 
If sacrificial blood was received in a service vessel and then 
the offering was disqualified, the blood is not sprinkled, 
because the service vessel does not consecrate what is 
held inside it as a sacrifice. This halakha is in accordance 
with the Rabbis who disagree with Rabbi Yosei (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:21). 


In the case of a definite guilt offering, it is not so - DW% 
}> vx NT: If one brings a definite guilt offering and it 
then becomes known that he did not sin, the halakha is 
as follows: If it became known to him before the animal 
was slaughtered, the animal shall go out and graze with 
the flock as a non-sacred animal. If it became known to 
him after the animal was slaughtered, the carcass is buried. 
it became known to him after the blood was sprinkled, 
the flesh shall be burned like any disqualified offering 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:20). 


An ox that is sentenced to be stoned -bpo qiw: In the 
case of an ox that is sentenced to be stoned, if it is discov- 
ered that the testimony against the ox was false before it 
was stoned, it shall go out and graze among the flock. If it 
is discovered after the ox was stoned, deriving benefit from 
its carcass is permitted (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:22). 
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LANGUAGE 
His heart struck him [nokfo] — 15/13 ind: Nokef 
means to hit or to break, as it is written: “Yet there 
shall be left therein gleanings, as at the beating 
[nokef] of an olive tree” (Isaiah 17:6). In the context 
of the Gemara here, nokef indicates that his heart is 
striking him, so to speak, due to his worry. 
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In the case of a heifer whose neck is broken," when a corpse 
is found between two cities and the identity of the murderer is 
unknown (see Deuteronomy 21:1-9), it is not so i.e., the halakha is 
different than with regard to a provisional guilt offering. If the iden- 
tity of the murderer is discovered before the heifer’s neck was bro- 
ken, it shall go out and graze among the flock, as it is not conse- 
crated. But if the identity of the murderer was discovered after the 
heifer’s neck was broken, it shall be buried in its place, like any 
other heifer whose neck is broken. The reason is that from the 
outset the heifer whose neck is broken comes to atone for a situa- 
tion of uncertainty. Once its neck was broken before the identity 
of the murderer was revealed, its mitzva was fulfilled, as it atoned 
for its uncertainty and that uncertainty is gone. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches with regard to one who 


brings a provisional guilt offering and it 
became known to him before the ram was slaughtered that he did 
not sin that Rabbi Meir says the animal is non-sacred and the Rabbis 
say its status is that of a guilt offering that was disqualified. The 
Gemara asks: With regard to what do Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis 
disagree? The Gemara answers that Rabbi Meir holds: He initially 
consecrated the animal with the intention to sacrifice it. Since later 
it became clear to him that he does not require the animal, the 
sanctity is nullified and it is as though he did not consecrate it." 
And the Rabbis hold: Since initially his heart struck him [nokfo]' 
with pangs of conscience over sins that he might have committed, 
he wholeheartedly resolved to consecrate the animal, and that 
sanctity is not nullified. 


A Sage taught in a baraita: Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis disagree 
whether it became known to him that he sinned, or whether it 
became known to him that he did not sin. The Gemara elaborates: 
Their dispute is stated by the baraita in a case where it became 
known to him that he sinned, in order to convey to you the far- 
reaching nature of the opinion of Rabbi Meir. As Rabbi Meir main- 
tains that even though he now knows that he sinned and therefore 
he must bring a sin offering and is no longer obligated to sacrifice 
the provisional guilt offering, nevertheless, since at the time that 
he designated the animal as a provisional guilt offering he did not 
know for certain that he sinned, that animal shall go out and graze 
among the flock, as it is unconsecrated. 


And similarly, their dispute is stated in a case where it became 
known to him that he did not sin, in order to convey to you the 
far-reaching nature of the opinion of the Rabbis. As the Rabbis 
maintain that even though he now knows that he did not sin, since 
at the time that he designated the animal as a provisional guilt 
offering he did not know, his heart struck him with pangs of con- 
science. Therefore, he wholeheartedly resolved to consecrate 
the animal. 


Rav Sheshet said: Rabbi Meir concedes to the Rabbis 


HALAKHA 


A heifer whose neck is broken - nany may: In the case of a heifer 
whose neck is broken, if the identity of the murderer is discovered 
before the heifer’s neck was broken, it shall go out and graze among 
the flock. If the identity of the murderer was discovered after the 
heifer's neck was broken, it shall be buried where it was killed. The 


Since he does not require the animal he did not consecrate it - 
a wip xb mb yy xt 13: In the Rambam’s Commentary on 
the Mishna he explains that Rabbi Meir holds that he initially con- 
secrated his animal only due to uncertainty. When it later became 
clear that he did not sin, the sanctity is consequently removed from 


NOTES 


reason is that from the outset, the heifer whose neck is broken 

serves to atone for a situation of uncertainty. Once it was killed 

before the identity of the murderer was revealed, its mitzva was ful- 
filled and it atoned for its uncertainty, and that uncertainty is gone 

(Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 10:8). 


the animal. The Rabbis hold that even though he is uncertain about 
whether he sinned, since initially his heart struck him with pangs 
of conscience over sins that he may have committed, he resolved 
with certainty to consecrate the animal, and therefore the sanctity 
is not nullified. 
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in a case where one designates two provisional guilt offerings 
from the outset as a guarantee," so that if one is lost he may achieve 
atonement with the other, and he achieved atonement with one 
of them. He concedes that the second animal retains its sanctity 
and shall graze until it becomes blemished and that then it shall 
be sold and the money received for it shall be allocated for 
communal gift offerings. 


What is the reason that Rabbi Meir agrees in such a case? Rabbi 
Meir disagrees with the Rabbis in a case where one brings a provi- 
sional guilt offering and later discovers with certainty that he did 
not sin, only because Rabbi Meir holds that the one consecrating 
the animal did not initially reveal that his heart was striking him 
with pangs of conscience. But here, in a case where he set aside two 
animals as provisional guilt offerings, since he was required to 
designate only one animal, what is the reason that he designated 
two? Evidently, the reason is that he thought: If one of the animals 
is lost, I will achieve atonement with the other one. And as he 
revealed by this scrupulous behavior that his heart was striking 
him with pangs of conscience, since that was so, he wholeheartedly 
resolved to consecrate the animal. 


§ Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: The Rabbis concede to Rabbi 
Meir ina case of a provisional guilt offering where two witnesses 
testified that someone may have committed a sin, e.g., that he ate a 
piece of fat with regard to which there was uncertainty if it was 
permitted or forbidden fat, and later those witnesses were rendered 
conspiring witnesses,’ that the animal shall go out and graze 
among the flock as a non-sacred animal. 


What is the reason? It is that the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Meir 
only in a case where the person designated the animal as a provi- 
sional guilt offering of his own volition, and therefore we say that 

his heart was striking him with pangs of conscience and he whole- 
heartedly resolved to consecrate the animal. But in a case where he 

designated the animal as a provisional guilt offering due to the 

testimony of witnesses, he was not relying on the witnesses. 
Rather, he thought: Perhaps other witnesses will come and render 

these witnesses conspiring witnesses. 


Rava raises an objection from the mishna: The case of an ox that 
is sentenced to be stoned is not similar to the case of a provisional 
guilt offering, as even the Rabbis agree that if it is discovered that 
the testimony with regard to the ox was false before it was stoned, 
it shall go out and graze among the flock. Rava explains his objec- 
tion: What are the circumstances? If we say that initially two 
people came and said that the ox killed someone and the animal 
was therefore sentenced to be stoned, and two people later say that 
the ox did not kill, what did you see that you listen to the latter 
pair?’ You could just as well listen to the former pair. 


What did you see that you listen to the latter pair — min »x/ 
nad nyt: The Gemara does not mean to indicate that in such 
a case ‘where there is a contradiction in the testimonies of two 
sets of witnesses the ox is stoned. Rather, the Gemara is pointing 


NOTES 


permissibility of deriving benefit from the ox, because if the ox 
is guilty and liable to be stoned, it is forbidden to derive benefit 
from it. Therefore, how can it be taught that it shall go out and 
graze among the flock as a permitted animal (Arukh LaNer)? 


out that in such a case there is an uncertainty with regard to the 


HALAKHA 


One designates two provisional guilt offerings as a 
guarantee — ninwx n wana: One who is obligated 
to bring a provisional guilt offering and designates two 
provisional guilt offerings as a guarantee achieves atone- 
ment with one of them. The second animal shall graze 
until it becomes blemished; then it is sold, and the money 
received for it shall be allocated to the Temple treasury 
for the purchase of communal gift offerings. Needless 
to say, the halakha is the same with regard to a definite 
guilt offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 4:21). 


BACKGROUND 
Conspiring witnesses — panit Oty: The term conspiring 
witnesses refers specifically to witnesses who are proven 
to have perjured themselves through the arrival of a sec- 
ond pair of witnesses who testify to the first pair's inability 
to have testified in the case based on having not been 
present at the time of the event in question. 

In general, there are a few ways in which a second set 
of witnesses can testify in an attempt to invalidate the 
estimony of a previous pair of witnesses: (1) If the two 
other witnesses contradict the initial testimony of the 
first pair by testifying that something did not happen as 
described by the first pair of witnesses. In this situation, 
he testimony of neither pair is accepted, and the matter 
remains unresolved. (2) If the second pair of witnesses 
estifies that the first set of witnesses are unfit to testify 
concerning the matter; either because they claim they 
are disqualified from testimony or that they are relatives 
o the party they testified about. Neither of these first two 
cases are referred to as conspiring witnesses. (3) If the 
second pair testifies that the first pair, whose testimony 
condemned the defendant, were actually elsewhere with 
the second pair of witnesses when the alleged incident 
transpired, and therefore they could not have witnessed 
the events about which they testified. In that case, the first 
pair is rendered conspiring witnesses; the testimony of the 
second pair of witnesses is accepted, while the testimony 
of the first pair of witnesses is rejected. Furthermore, the 
first pair of witnesses is punished with the penalty they 
sought to inflict on the defendant through their testimony 
see Deuteronomy 19:16-19). Consequently, if their testi- 
mony would have resulted in the defendant's execution, 
hey are both executed. If their testimony would have 
resulted in a financial penalty, these witnesses are them- 
selves required to compensate their victim the amount 
hey sought to have him pay. The specifics of this halakha 
are analyzed in great detail in tractate Makkot. 
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HALAKHA 


Her meal offering is transferred to non-sacred 
status — pond KYA FITA: If witnesses who testify 
about the infidelity ofa sota, obligating her to bring 
a meal offering of jealousy, are later found to be con- 
spiring, her meal offering is transferred to non-sacred 
status (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:15). 


Shall graze until it becomes blemished - 4y nyy 
IRAD: If one is obligated by witnesses to bring 
a provisional guilt offering and then the witnesses 
are proven to be conspiring, that provisional guilt 
offering shall graze until it becomes blemished; and 
then it shall be sold, and the money received for 
it shall be allocated to the Temple treasury for the 
purchase of communal gift offerings. This ruling is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as 
the halakha is in accordance with his opinion when 
he disagrees with Rav (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:19 and Kesef Mishne there). 


An ox that is stoned whose witnesses were ren- 
dered conspiring — vty wannw bppan iw: If an ox 
is sentenced to be stoned and the witnesses are 
then proven to be conspiring witnesses, anyone who 
takes possession of the ox acquires it. The reason is 
that the owner of the ox relinquishes his owner- 
ship upon hearing that the animal is sentenced to 
die. If witnesses testified that the owner engaged in 
bestiality with his animal and then they are rendered 
conspiring witnesses, the ox remains in the posses- 
sion of the owner and no one else can acquire it. The 
reason for this is that since the owner knows about 
himself that he did not commit that sin and that 
the witnesses are lying, he anticipates that it will be 
proven that they are conspiring witnesses, and there- 
fore he does not relinquish his ownership of the ox 
(Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Nizkei Mamon 11:13). 


LANGUAGE 


Keruspedai — «19019: This is a Greek name related 
to the Greek word kpdonedovy, kraspedon, mean- 
ing edge or border. In this context the word refers 
to ritual fringes [tzitzit]. As a name, Keruspedai is 
equivalent to the Hebrew ben Tzitzit, which appears 
as an appellation in other places. 


NOTES 

An ox that is stoned whose witnesses are rendered 
conspiring, etc. — 13) PIY ww bpp siw: Rashi 
and the Rambam explain that the matter is depen- 
dent upon the owner actively relinquishing his 
ownership at the moment of sentencing and that it 
must be determined in each case if the owner would 
do so. Alternatively, others explain that the matter is 
dependent upon the despair of the owner, and that 
once the owner has despaired of the item, others 
may acquire it. Other commentaries explain that the 
matter is dependent upon the prohibition to derive 
benefit from the item. If at the moment of sentenc- 
ing it becomes forbidden to derive benefit from the 
item, at that moment the owner loses his ownership, 
because it is impossible to own a valueless item. 
Whether it is forbidden to derive benefit from an 
animal that copulated with a person is the subject of 
dispute among the early commentaries (Beit Halevi; 
Hayyei Adam; Arukh LaNer; Netivot HaMishpat). 
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Rather, isn’t the mishna referring to conspiring witnesses, i.e., the 
second pair of witnesses testified that the first pair were not in the 
vicinity at the time of the incident and therefore the testimony of the 
second pair of witnesses is accepted? And if so, in the corresponding 
situation in the mishna with regard to a provisional guilt offering, it 
is likewise referring to conspiring witnesses, i.e., one designated an 
animal as a provisional guilt offering due to the testimony of witnesses, 
and they were subsequently proven to be conspiring witnesses. And 
yet the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Meir in that case and rule that this 
provisional guilt offering is not rendered non-sacred. 


Abaye said to Rava: This proof is inconclusive. Perhaps one can say 
that in the case of an ox that is sentenced to be stoned, which goes out 
and grazes among the flock, what are the circumstances? It is not 
referring to conspiring witnesses, but rather to a case where the sup- 
posedly killed individual comes to the court on his feet, thereby 
conclusively disproving the testimony. 


And in the corresponding situation in the mishna of a provisional 

guilt offering, it is referring to a case where one designated the animal 

as a provisional guilt offering of his own volition, and, for example, it 
later became known that the uncertain piece of fat that he ate was 

permitted fat. But in a case where he designated an animal as a pro- 
visional guilt offering due to the testimony of witnesses, he did not 

wholeheartedly resolve to consecrate the animal, and therefore it shall 

go out and graze among the flock. 


The Gemara notes that Rav Yehuda and Rava, who discuss the case of 
conspiring witness above, disagree with regard to the issue that is the 

subject of the dispute between Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Yohanan: If 
one designated an animal as a provisional guilt offering due to the 

testimony of witnesses and then those witnesses were rendered con- 
spiring witnesses, Rabbi Elazar says: This case is similar to a meal 

offering of jealousy, sacrificed as part of the trial undergone by a sota, 
i.e., a suspected adulteress (see Numbers 5:25-26). As it is taught in a 

baraita: If the witnesses who testified about her were later found to 

be conspiring, her meal offering is transferred to non-sacred status." 

Likewise, a provisional guilt offering whose witnesses were proven to 

be conspiring witnesses becomes non-sacred. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: That provisional guilt offering shall graze until 
it becomes blemished;" and then it shall be sold, and the money 
received for it shall be allocated for communal gift offerings. The 
Gemara raises a difficulty: But according to Rabbi Yohanan, let us 
compare that case to a meal offering of jealousy, as claimed by Rabbi 
Elazar. The Gemara explains that Rabbi Yohanan would claim that the 
cases are not similar: A meal offering of jealousy does not come for 
atonement, but rather to clarify the sin of the sota. Since it has been 
clarified that she did not sin, the meal offering becomes non-sacred. 
But with regard to a provisional guilt offering, which comes for 
atonement, one must explain as follows: Since his heart strikes him 
with pangs of conscience, he wholeheartedly resolves to consecrate 
the animal, and therefore it remains sacred. 


§ Rabbi Keruspedai! says that Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to 
an ox that is stoned whose witnesses were rendered conspiring, ™ 
anyone who takes possession of the ox acquires it, as the owner of 
the ox relinquished his possession upon hearing that the animal is 
sentenced to die. 


Rava said: The explanation of Rabbi Yohanan stands to reason in a 
case where the witnesses said to him that his ox was the object of 
bestiality; since he assumes that the witnesses are telling the truth, 
he relinquishes his ownership of the animal. But if the witnesses said 
that the owner himself engaged in bestiality with his ox, he knows 
about himself that he did not engage in bestiality with the ox, and 
therefore he will not relinquish his ownership of the ox. But rather, 
he will make an effort and bring other witnesses to prove that those 
witnesses are conspiring. 
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The Gemara asks: And what is different between this case and 
that which Rava bar Ittai says that Reish Lakish says: In a case of 
an idolatrous city," where witnesses testified that the majority of 
inhabitants committed idolatry, and the halakha is that all of the 
city’s property must be burned, if its witnesses were rendered 
conspiring witnesses, anyone who takes possession of the city’s 
property acquires it? In this case, the residents of the city know 
about themselves that they did not commit idolatry. 


The Gemara responds: With regard to an idolatrous city, which 
involves many people, each person says to himself: Although 
I did not sin, others sinned, and consequently the city will be 
entirely burned; and he therefore relinquished ownership of his 
property. But here, with regard to the ox sentenced to be stoned, 
where the matter is dependent solely upon the owner himself, he 
knows about himself that he did not engage in bestiality with 
the ox, and therefore he does not relinquish his ownership of the 
ox. But rather, he will make an effort and bring other witnesses 
to prove that these are conspiring witnesses. Therefore, if they are 
in fact found to be conspiring witnesses, the ox remains in his 
possession. 


§ The Gemara cites another example of a case where anyone 
who takes possession acquires an item. Reish Lakish says: In the 
case of one who gives a gift to another and that person receiving 
the gift says: I do not want [ee efshi]' it, anyone who takes pos- 
session of the item acquires it," as ownership of the item has 
been relinquished. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And what is different between this 
case and that statement which Rabba bar Avuh says that Rav 
Sheshet says, and some say that Rabbi Abbahu says that Rav 
Sheshet says: With regard to one who receives a gift who, after 
the gift entered his possession, said: Let this gift become void, 
or said: This gift is rendered void, or said: I do not want it, his 
statement is effective. But if he said: It is void, or: It is not a gift, 
it is as though he said nothing. 


What, is it not that when the baraita states: His statement is effec- 
tive, this means that the gift returns to its previous owner? This 
ruling contradicts the opinion of Reish Lakish, who holds that in 
such a case anyone who takes possession of the item acquires it. 
The Gemara answers: No, the phrase: His statement is effective, 
means that the previous owner also does not acquire the item; and 
as the item is not in the possession of either the giver or receiver of 
the gift, anyone who takes possession of it acquires it. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the statement of Reish Lakish 
from a baraita: With regard to one who says to another person 
with whom he shares property: I have no legal dealings or involve- 
ment with this field, or: I have no business with it, or: My hand 
is removed from it, he has not said anything of consequence, 
i.e., he does not relinquish his ownership of the property. But the 
phrase: My hand is removed from it, is like the phrase: I do not 
want it, and yet it is taught in the baraita that he has not said 
anything. This ruling apparently contradicts the opinion of Reish 
Lakish, who holds that in such a case anyone who takes possession 
of the item acquires it. 
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HALAKHA 


An idolatrous city - nmam YY: In a case of an idola- 
trous city where witnesses testified that the majority of 
inhabitants committed idolatry, if the witnesses were 

proven to be conspiring, anyone who takes possession 

of the city’s property acquires it, and it is permitted to 

derive benefit from that property. This is because every- 
one in the city relinquished ownership of their property 

at the moment that the city was declared an idolatrous 

city (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 4:8). 


Anyone who takes possession of it acquires it - bs 
mM3t Ma pirvan: If one receives a gift and says: | do not 
want it, or says: | am not accepting it, that person does 
not acquire the item, and the item remains the prop- 
erty of the previous owner. But if one receives a gift 
and acquires it through his silence and afterward says: 
| do not want it, or says: | am not accepting it, or says: 
This gift seems to me to be defective, it is as though he 
said nothing with regard to the gift returning to the 
previous owner. Rather, it is considered ownerless, and 
anyone who takes possession of it acquires it. The Rema 
writes: This halakha applies with regard to someone 
who uttered a statement indicating that he does not 
want the item, but if he uttered a statement indicating 
that the gift was not considered a gift from the outset, 
then even if he spoke after accepting the gift in silence 
his statement is effective. The Rema adds that if the gift 
was land and he initially accepted the gift in silence, 
then any statement made afterward is as though he 
said nothing (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Zekhiya 
UMattana 4:2; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 245:10, 
and see Beur HaGra there). 


LANGUAGE 


| do not want [ee efshi] — wax x: The root of the word 
efshi in this phrase is not clear, butit seems to be related 
to the Syriac word efesh, meaning want. Some say that 
it is related to the Greek word é@eoic, efesis, meaning 
appetite or desire, or from the Hebrew phrase ein nafshi, 
meaning it is not my desire. 
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HALAKHA 


A person who wrote his property as a gift to 
another — D332 aniai: In a case where one wrote 
his property as a gift to another and transferred own- 
ership to him by way of a third party, and there were 
slaves among his property, if the recipient was quiet 
at the outset and afterward protested the gift, it is 
uncertain if his ultimate protest proves the nature of 
his initial intent. Consequently, it is uncertain which 
individual is the owner of the slaves. Therefore, if the 
first master was a priest but the second was not, or if 
the second master was a priest but the first was not, 
the slaves may not partake of teruma. This ruling is 
based on uncertainty as to whether the halakha is in 
accordance with Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel in his 
dispute with the Sages in the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 9:6 and Radbaz there; see 
Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 245:1). 


One who renounces ownership of his slave — 
say VPA: If one renounces ownership of his slave, 
the slave is emancipated but nevertheless requires 
a bill of manumission from his master. If the master 
dies, his heir writes the bill of manumission. This rul- 
ing is in accordance with the opinions of Rav and 
Rabbi Yohanan in tractate Gittin 38b-39a (Rambam 
Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Avadim 8:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 267:64). 


Detained due to not having received a bill of man- 
umission may partake of teruma - WNW vb saya 
manna bain: Any emancipated slave thatis detained 
due to not having received a bill of manumission 
may not partake of teruma. This ruling is based upon 
an unresolved dilemma in tractate Gittin (42b), and 
therefore the Rambam ruled stringently (Rambam 
Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 9:5 and Radbaz there). 


BACKGROUND 

Non-priests are partaking of teruma - D'Y} oxp 
mana: By Torah law, non-priests are not permitted to 
partake of teruma. Nevertheless, in certain cases, rela- 
ives or dependents of priests may partake of *teruma, 
although they themselves are not priests. In that 
sense, a male adult priest feeds teruma, i.e., confers 
he right to eat teruma, to his wife, slaves, and animals. 
The widow of a priest, even if she herself is not the 
daughter of a priest, is permitted to eat teruma if 
she has children or grandchildren from her deceased 
husband. In addition, the surviving descendants of a 
priest enable not only their mother but also slaves 
whom she inherited to continue eating teruma. 
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The Gemara responds: That case in the baraita there is different, as 
when he says that he is removing himself, he is referring to removal 
from legal dealings or involvement." He is not removing himself 


from the field itself. 


The Gemara raises another objection to the opinion of Reish Lak- 
ish from a baraita: In the case of a person on his deathbed who 

wrote a document granting his property as a gift to another," and 

there were slaves among his property, and the other person said: 
I do not want them, his objection is disregarded. Consequently, if 
their second master, the recipient, was a priest, his slaves may 
partake of teruma, as they are now slaves of a priest. Rabban Shi- 
mon ben Gamliel says: Once the other person said: I do not want 

them, the previous owner’s heirs have already acquired them. 


Granted there is no difficulty according to Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel, as he holds that when a person gives a gift, it is with the 
intention that the other person will accept the gift from him. 
Therefore, when the other individual does not accept it from him, 
the gift returns to its previous owner. 


But according to the opinion of the first tanna, if Reish Lakish is 
correct that when one says: I do not want it, anyone who takes 
possession of the item acquires it, as the item becomes ownerless, 
then here, where the second master said: I do not want them, 
the slaves are non-priests, and this would mean that non-priests 
are partaking of teruma.® The Gemara answers: The first tanna 
holds that with regard to one who renounces ownership of his 
slave," the slave is emancipated but nevertheless requires a bill of 
manumission from his master. And he further holds that a slave 
detained in his master’s possession only due to not having received 
a bill of manumission may partake of teruma" if he is the slave of 
a priest. 


§ The mishna teaches: In the case of one who brings a provisional 
guilt offering and it became known to him that he did not sin, if he 
made that discovery before the ram was slaughtered, Rabbi Eliezer 
says: It shall be sacrificed as a provisional guilt offering, as if it does 
not come to atone for that sin that he thought, it comes to atone for 
another sin. The Gemara asks: According to the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, why do I need another sin? Doesn’t Rabbi Eliezer say that 
a provisional guilt offering may come as a gift offering? As we 
learned in a mishna (25a) that Rabbi Eliezer says: A person may 
volunteer to bring a provisional guilt offering every day. 


Rav Ashi said: The opinion of Rabbi Eliezer that is taught in the 
mishna here is in accordance with the opinion of those who spoke" 
to Bava ben Buta in the mishna below, as we learned in the continu- 
ation of that mishna (25a): Rabbi Eliezer said that Bava ben Buta 
would bring a provisional guilt offering every day, and he wanted 
to bring one even immediately after Yom Kippur. But they said to 
him: Wait until you enter into a situation of potential uncertainty, 
so that the provisional guilt offering is brought for some sort of 
uncertain sin, and do not sacrifice it purely as a gift offering. 


NOTES 
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As when he says that he is removing himself he is referring 
to removal from legal dealings or involvement - Pop DNT 
DIN pa mmga): Therefore, his words are understood as convey- 
ing the opposite intention of relinquishing ownership: He does 
not wish to enter into any discussion about ownership claims with 
regard to this property. Rashi explains that according to this answer 
in the Gemara, he is uttering one long statement: | am removing 
myself from legal dealings and involvement with all parties with 
regard to this property, | have no business with any party wi 
regard to this property, and my hand is removed from all lega 
dealings with regard to this property. By contrast, Rashi elsewhere 
explains that his statement is understood as three separate state- 
ments even according to this answer of the Gemara. 


— 


Rabbi Eliezer is in accordance with the opinion of those who 
spoke — 17287 awh va: The later commentaries suggest two 
different explanations of the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in the mishna 
later on. Some say that the mishna attributes two different rulings 
to Rabbi Eliezer: First, that one may volunteer to bring a provisional 
guilt offering even without the presence of any uncertain sin; 
second, which is the opinion of those who spoke to Bava ben 
Buta, that there must be some manner of uncertain sin present for 
one to bring a provisional guilt offering (Rabbi Akiva Eiger). Others 
maintain that Rabbi Eliezer holds only the first opinion, while the 
opinion of those who spoke to Bava ben Buta is not the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer himself. Nevertheless, Rabbi Eliezer in the mishna is 
stating the halakha according to the opinion of those who spoke 
to Bava ben Buta (Arukh LaNer). 
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§ With regard to one who brought a provisional guilt offering and 
after the ram was slaughtered it became known to him that he did 
not sin, the mishna teaches: The flesh shall go out to the place of 
burning. Evidently, according to the opinion of the tanna of the 
mishna, non-sacred animals that were slaughtered in the Temple 
courtyard, such as this provisional guilt offering that was mistakenly 
consecrated, are to be burned.” 


But one may raise a contradiction from a ruling later in the mishna: 
In the case of a definite guilt offering, that is not so; if he made that 
discovery before the ram was slaughtered, it shall go out and graze 
among the flock. Ifit became known to him after the ram was slaugh- 
tered that he did not sin, it shall be buried. This indicates that non- 
sacred animals slaughtered in the Temple courtyard are buried. Rabbi 
Elazar said: This mishna is disjointed, i.e., it cites the opinions of 
two different Sages. He who taught this halakha did not teach that 
halakha. 


Rabba said: Are you raising a contradiction from the halakha of a 
definite guilt offering with regard to the halakha of a provisional 
guilt offering? In the case of a definite guilt offering, he consecrated 
it under the assumption that he was obligated to sacrifice it. Since it 
later became clear to him that he does not need to sacrifice the animal, 
it is considered as though he did not consecrate it, and the animal is 
non-sacred. But with regard to a provisional guilt offering, since 
initially his heart struck him with pangs of conscience over a sin that 
he might have committed, he wholeheartedly resolves to consecrate 
the animal. Therefore, the animal remains consecrated, and its status 
is that of a guilt offering disqualified for sacrifice. 


Rather, if the mishna poses a difficulty, then the apparent contradic- 
tion between this halakha of a definite guilt offering and another 
halakha of a definite guilt offering is difficult. As it is taught in the 
mishna: Ifafter the ram was slaughtered it became known to him that 
he did not sin, it shall be buried. Now say the latter clause of that 
section of the mishna: If after the blood was sprinkled he discovered 
that he did not sin, the flesh shall go out to the place of burning. 
Accordingly, this mishna is certainly disjointed, and he who taught 
this halakha did not teach that halakha. 


Rav Ashi said: The first clause, which teaches with regard to a 
provisional guilt offering: The flesh shall go out to the place of 
burning, is not difficult. Its flesh is not treated like that of a non- 
sacred animal that was slaughtered in the courtyard, which must be 
buried. It is burned because it has the appearance of a disqualified 
offering, which must be burned. This reason applies equally in the 
case of a definite guilt offering where it became known to him that he 
did not sin only after the blood was sprinkled, which is why it too must 
be burned. But if he discovered that he was not obligated to bring the 
definite guilt offering after the ram was slaughtered but before its 
blood was sprinkled, it shall be buried, as this does not appear like a 
disqualified offering, since it is no longer a definite guilt offering and 
its blood was not sprinkled. 


NOTES 


Non-sacred animals that were slaughtered in the Temple 
courtyard are to be burned — 75*wa myya www pon: 
Tosafot point out that the contradiction raised in the Gemara 
appears to exist only according to Rabbi Meir, who holds that 
in the case of one who brings a provisional guilt offering and it 
became known to him before the ram was slaughtered that he 
did not sin, the ram shall emerge and graze with the flock as a 
non-sacred animal. Therefore, according to Rabbi Meir there is a 
contradiction with regard to the halakha of a non-sacred animal 
that was slaughtered in the courtyard. But according to the Rab- 
bis, the animal has the status of a disqualified sacrificial offering 
in that case and not that of a non-sacred animal, and there is no 
contradiction in the mishna. According to this understanding, 
though, the statement of Rabba is difficult because Rabbi Meir 
does not hold that with regard to a provisional guilt offering, 


his person wholeheartedly resolved to consecrate the animal 
due to his heart striking him with pangs of conscience over sins 
hat he may have committed. In order to answer this difficulty, 
Tosafot suggests that Rabbi Meir agrees that after the animal was 
slaughtered, the owner wholeheartedly resolved to consecrate 
he animal. Therefore, the animal does not become non-sacred 
if it became known to him after the ram was slaughtered that he 
did not sin. Alternatively, some later commentaries explain that 
his contradiction raised in the Gemara exists according to the 
Rabbis, as the Rabbis hold that with regard to one who brings 
a provisional guilt offering, if it became known to him after the 
ram was slaughtered that he did not sin, the ram is treated as a 
non-sacred animal and not as a disqualified sacrificial offering 
(Arukh LaNer; Sefat Emet). 
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NOTES 


From the outset it was not ready to be sprinkled - »%7 
pwd miy px: Once he knew with certainty that he 
either sinned or did not sin, it is retroactively established 
that the blood was not ready to be sprinkled. That is not 
the case with regard to blood that was received in a 
service vessel and subsequently spilled. In that case, the 
blood was in fact ready to be sprinkled, and is therefore 
considered as though it had already been sprinkled (see 
Tosafot on Hullin 80b). 


From when is it prohibited to derive benefit from 
a heifer whose neck is broken — nny many may 
Mpa: The Sages infer that it is forbidden to derive 
benefit from the heifer whose neck is broken from the 
erm atonement that is stated with regard to the heifer 
whose neck is broken, thereby equating its status to that 
of sacrificial offerings (see Avoda Zara 29b). Alternatively, 
hat which is written with regard to the heifer whose 
neck is broken: “There they shall break the heifer’s neck” 
(Deuteronomy 21:4), indicates that it must be buried in 
hat same place, thereby equating its status to items 
hat must be buried because it is prohibited for one to 
derive benefit from them (see 6a). 


HALAKHA 
The service vessel consecrates — piapa nw bp: Ser- 
vice vessels consecrate their contents even when those 
contents are not placed in the vessel at the appointed 
time for that service. This consecration applies only 
to the extent that they can become disqualified; the 
contents are not fully consecrated and may not be 
sacrificed upon the altar, based upon the Gemara in 
tractate Menahot (100a). This ruling is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:21). 


Perek VI 
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The mishna teaches: With regard to one who brought a provisional 
guilt offering, if the blood was sprinkled and then he discovered 
that he did not sin and the meat is intact, the meat may be eaten 
by the priests. The Gemara asks: But why is the meat eaten? After 
all, he now has certain knowledge of his sin, and a provisional 
guilt offering is brought only by one who is uncertain about his sin. 
Rava said that the verse states: “And he knew it not, and he shall 
be forgiven” (Leviticus 5:18), and this person did not have knowl- 
edge of his sin at the time of forgiveness, i.e., when he achieved 
atonement, which is the moment of the sprinkling of the blood. 


§ The mishna further teaches that Rabbi Yosei says: Even if the 
blood of the provisional guilt offering was still in the cup but had 
not yet been sprinkled when he discovered that he did not sin, the 
blood shall be sprinkled and the meat may be eaten. The Gemara 
asks: According to Rabbi Yosei, why is the blood sprinkled? This 
person had knowledge of his sin at the moment of forgiveness. 
Rava said that Rabbi Yosei holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon, who says: The halakhic status of any blood that 
is received in a vessel and is ready to be sprinkled is like that of 
blood that has already been sprinkled. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Say that Rabbi Shimon said this 
principle only with regard to an item that is ready to be sprinkled 
with certainty, but not with regard to the blood of this provisional 
guilt offering, with regard to which it will be discovered before the 
sprinkling that he did not sin. In this case, from the outset it was not 
ready to be sprinkled." They say in the West, Eretz Yisrael, that 
Rabbi Yosei holds: The service vessel consecrates" disqualified 
offerings to be sacrificed on the altar ab initio. 


§ The mishna teaches: In the case of a definite guilt offering, that 
is not so, and likewise in the case of a heifer whose neck is broken 
that is not so. If the identity of the murderer is discovered before 
the heifer’s neck was broken, it shall go out and graze among the 
flock as anon-sacred animal. But if the identity of the murderer was 
discovered after the heifer’s neck was broken, it shall be buried in 
its place. It was stated that there is a related dispute between 
amora’im: From when is it prohibited to derive benefit from a 
heifer whose neck is broken?" Rav Hamnuna says: ‘The prohibi- 
tion takes effect from when the animal is still alive. Rava says: The 
prohibition goes into effect after the breaking of the neck of the 
animal. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Granted, according to Rava the 
prohibition takes effect from the moment that an action, i.e., break- 
ing of the neck, was performed on the heifer. But according to Rav 
Hamnuna, from when exactly does the prohibition take effect? 


Rabbi Yannai says: I heard an answer with regard to the boundary, 
i.e, the stage, beyond which it is prohibited, but I have forgotten 
what it is; and the members of the group of Sages were inclined to 
say that its descent to the rough, dried-up stream, where its neck 
is broken, is the action that renders it prohibited." 


Its descent to the rough stream is the action that renders it 
prohibited - mmpiss jms Sma) any: It is forbidden to derive 
benefit from a heifer whose neck is broken from the time that 


HALAKHA 
is broken and the animal is buried in the place where its neck 
was broken (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze’ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 10:6). 


it descends to the rough, dried-up stream, even before its neck 
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Rav Hamnuna said: From where do I say that the prohibition takes 
effect when the animal is alive? I say it from that which we learned 
in a mishna (Hullin 81b): With regard to one who slaughters the red 
heifer of purification," or an ox that was sentenced to be stoned, 
or a heifer whose neck is broken, all of which are animals from 
which deriving benefit is prohibited, Rabbi Shimon exempts one 
who slaughters them from receiving lashes for violating the prohibi- 
tion of the slaughter of a mother and its offspring, if the mother was 
slaughtered on that same day; and the Rabbis deem him liable. 


Rav Hamnuna explains his proof: Granted, according to my opin- 
ion, that I say the prohibition takes effect from the time when the 
animal is alive, Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis disagree with 
regard to this matter, as Rabbi Shimon holds: Slaughter that does 
not render the animal fit for consumption is not considered slaugh- 
ter. The slaughter of the heifer does not render it fit for consumption, 
as it was already prohibited to derive benefit from the animal while 
it is alive. Therefore, he does not violate the prohibition against 
slaughtering a mother and its offspring. 


Rav Hamnuna continues: And the Rabbis say: Slaughter that does 
not render the animal fit for consumption is considered slaughter, 
and therefore he is liable for the slaughter of a mother and its off- 
spring. But if you say that the prohibition does not take effect until 
after the breaking of the neck of the heifer, why does Rabbi Shi- 
mon exempt him; it is a slaughter that renders the animal fit for 
consumption? 


And if you would say the reason is that Rabbi Shimon holds that 
one who performs the breaking of the neck of the heifer by slaugh- 
ter has performed the mitzva in a fit manner, and consequently that 
slaughter rendered the heifer prohibited with regard to deriving 
benefit from it and it is therefore unfit for consumption, that sug- 
gestion cannot be correct. Didn’t we learn in a mishna (Hullin 23b): 
That which is fit in a red heifer is unfit in a heifer whose neck is 
broken; that which is fit in a heifer whose neck is broken is unfit in 
a red heifer. How so? With regard to the red heifer, it is fit with 
slaughter; it is unfit with breaking the neck. With regard to the 
heifer whose neck is to be broken, it is fit with breaking the neck; 
it is unfit with slaughter. 


Rava, who holds that the prohibition takes effect only from when 
the heifer’s neck is broken, was silent, as he had no immediate 
answer. After Rav Hamnuna left the study hall, Rava said: What is 
the reason I did not say to him that Rabbi Shimon disagrees with 
the ruling of that mishna and holds that a heifer whose neck is to be 
broken is fit even ifit is killed by slaughtering? 


The Gemara notes: But if Rava had given that answer, Rav Ham- 
nuna could have said to you in response to that claim: The mishna 
would not have left out the opinion of the tanna who teaches us 
that a heifer whose neck is to be broken is fit if it is killed by slaugh- 
tering. In other words, there should be some source for this opinion, 
and in the absence of a source, there is no basis for saying that this 
is the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters the red heifer of purification - m5 pniwn 


Mn: Slaughter that does not render the animal fit for consump- 


tion is considered slaughter. Therefore, in the case of one who 
slaughters a heifer and its offspring on the same day, if one of 
the animals was a non-sacred animal that was slaughtered inside 
the Temple courtyard, or a tereifa, or an ox that was sentenced 


to be stoned, or a heifer whose neck is broken, or a red heifer of 
purification, or if he slaughtered the animal for idol worship, he has 
violated the prohibition of slaughter of an animal and its offspring 
on the same day and is liable to receive lashes. This halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 12:6). 
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NOTES 


Every day and at any time that he chooses - of boa 
myye ny bom: Rabbi Eliezer maintains that a provisional 
guilt offering is a gift offering, and he disagrees with the 
opinion of those who spoke to Bava ben Buta in two 
aspects: First, Rabbi Eliezer holds that one may bring 
a provisional guilt offering on any day that he chooses, 
even the day after Yom Kippur. Second, Rabbi Eliezer 
rules that one may bring a provisional guilt offering 
whenever he chooses, and may even bring more than 
one provisional guilt offering per day (Arukh LaNer). 


PERSONALITIES 


Bava ben Buta - x933 a X33: Bava ben Buta was one 
of the outstanding students of Shammai and one of 
he great scholars of that generation. He was renowned 
both for his righteousness as well as for his wisdom and 
nowledge of the world. Many stories are told about his 
humility and his willingness to forego his own dignity 
or the sake of peace between people and the honor of 
Heaven. He served as a judge in Jerusalem. It is related 
hat when Herod killed many Jewish Sages, he blinded 
Bava ben Buta, but left him alive in order to seek his 
advice when necessary. In fact, it is related that Bava ben 
Buta advised Herod to renovate the Temple in glorious 
ashion. 
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Rava said: From where do I say that the prohibition takes effect 
when the animal’s neck is broken? I say it from that which we 
learned in the mishna: In the case of a heifer whose neck is broken, 
that is not so; if the identity of the murderer is discovered before 
the heifer’s neck was broken, it shall go out and graze among the 
flock, as it is not consecrated, like all other animals. And if you say 
that the prohibition takes effect from the time when the animal is 
alive, why does it go out and graze among the flock? Wasn’t the 
animal prohibited already from when it was alive? 


The Gemara rejects this proof: One should teach the mishna as 
follows: If the identity of the murderer is discovered before the 
heifer was fit for having its neck broken, i.e., before it descended 
to a rough, dried-up stream, it shall go out and graze among the flock, 
but after that time it is prohibited to derive benefit from the animal. 
Rava raises a further difficulty: Say the latter clause of the mishna: 
But if the identity of the murderer was discovered after the heifer’s 
neck was broken, it shall be buried in its place. This indicates that 
the prohibition takes effect only after the heifer’s neck is broken. The 
Gemara rejects this proofin a similar manner: Teach that the mishna 
says: If the identity of the murderer was discovered after the heifer 
was fit for having its neck broken it shall be buried. 


Rava continues to ask: If so, say the latter clause of the mishna: The 
reason for this halakha is that from the outset, the heifer whose 
neck is broken comes to atone for a situation of uncertainty. If its 
neck was broken before the identity of the murderer was revealed, 
its mitzva was fulfilled, as it atoned for its uncertainty and that 
uncertainty is gone. And if the mishna is discussing a case where 
the animal is alive, the heifer has still not atoned for its uncertainty. 
Rather, it is clear from the last clause of the mishna that the 
prohibition takes effect when the heifer’s neck is broken. 


The Gemara explains: Although it is evident that the mishna rules 
that the prohibition takes effect when the heifer’s neck is broken, 
this matter is a dispute between tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hamnuna: It is stated in 
the Torah that there are offerings that enable one to partake of 
sacrificial foods, e.g., the guilt offering of a leper, and there are offer- 
ings that atone, e.g., a sin offering or guilt offering, all of which are 
brought inside the Temple. And it is also stated in the Torah that 
there are offerings that enable one to partake of sacrificial foods, e.g., 
the birds of a leper’s purification ritual, and offerings that atone, 
e.g. the heifer whose neck is broken, that are brought outside the 
Temple. 


The baraita continues: Therefore, the offerings brought outside the 
Temple are compared to those offered inside: Just as with regard to 
the offerings that enable or atone which are stated in the Torah that 
are sacrificed inside the Temple, the Torah made the offering that 
enables like the offering that atones, as even the former has por- 
tions of it that are burned on the altar, so too, with regard to offerings 
that enable or atone which are stated in the Torah that are sacri- 
ficed outside the Temple, the Torah made the offering that enables, 
e.g. the birds of a leper, like the offering that atones, e.g., the heifer 
whose neck is broken, in that one is prohibited from deriving benefit 
from either while they are still alive. According to this baraita, the 
heifer whose neck is broken is prohibited while it is still alive. 


M I S H NA Rabbi Eliezer says: A person may volunteer 


to bring a provisional guilt offering every 
day and at any time that he chooses," even if there is no uncertainty 
as to whether he sinned, and this type of offering was called the 
guilt offering of the pious, as they brought it due to their constant 
concern that they might have sinned. They said about Bava ben 
Buta’ that he would volunteer to bring a provisional guilt offering 
every day except for one day after Yom Kippur, when he would 
not bring the offering. 
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Bava ben Buta said: I take an oath by this abode of the Divine Pres- 
ence that if they would have allowed me, I would have brought a 
guilt offering even on that day. But they would say to me: Wait until 
you enter into a situation of potential uncertainty. And the Rabbis 
say: One brings a provisional guilt offering only in a case where 
there is uncertainty as to whether he performed a sin for whose 
intentional performance one is liable to receive karet" and for 
whose unwitting performance one is liable to bring a sin offering. 


Those liable to bring sin offerings and definite guilt offerings for 
whom Yom Kippur has passed" are liable to bring them after Yom 
Kippur. By contrast, those liable to bring provisional guilt offerings 
are exempt from bringing them after Yom Kippur. With regard to 
one who encountered uncertainty as to whether he performed a 
sin on Yom Kippur, even if it was at nightfall at the end of the day, 
he is exempt, as the entire day atones for uncertain sins. 


A woman upon whom it is incumbent to bring a bird sin offering 
due to uncertainty," e.g., uncertainty with regard to whether or not 
her miscarriage obligated her to bring the sin offering of a woman 
who gave birth, for whom Yom Kippur has passed, is liable to bring 
it after Yom Kippur. This is because the offering does not come as 
atonement for a sin; rather, it renders her eligible to partake of 
the meat of offerings. With regard to this bird sin offering that is 
brought due to uncertainty, if it became known to her that she was 
exempt from bringing the offering after the nape of the neck of the 
bird was pinched," the bird must be buried. 


G E M ARA What is the reason that Rabbi Eliezer 


holds that one may volunteer to bring a pro- 
visional guilt offering every day and at any time that he chooses? If 
it enters your mind that a provisional guilt offering is obligatory, 
then why does he bring a sin offering when it becomes known to 
him that he sinned? In that case, he has already fulfilled his obliga- 
tion by sacrificing a provisional guilt offering. Rather, conclude 
from this inference that a provisional guilt offering is a gift offering." 


And the Rabbis would respond: It is a burnt offering and a peace 
offering that come as a vow and gift offering, but a sin offering and 
a guilt offering, including a provisional guilt offering, are obligatory. 
And as for a provisional guilt offering, this is the reason that he 
brings it before his sin is known to him: It is not to achieve atone- 
ment, but to protect him from suffering until his sin is known to 
him, as the Torah spared the bodies of the Jewish people by 
commanding them to bring this offering. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: According to the opinion 
of the Rabbis, one can suggest that perhaps a provisional guilt 
offering is like a burnt offering and a peace offering: Just as a 
burnt offering and a peace offering sometimes come as obligatory 
offerings, e.g., the Festival peace offering and the burnt offering of 
appearance brought on the pilgrimage Festivals, and they some- 
times come as gift offerings, likewise, a provisional guilt offering 
also sometimes comes as an obligatory offering and sometimes 
comes as a gift offering as well. 


NOTES 


Rather conclude from this that a provisional guilt offering is a 
gift offering — KI TIN A pow Kby: The Gemara appears to 
indicate that according to Rabbi Eliezer, a provisional guilt offering 
is never an obligatory offering. Yet, the later commentaries prove 
from several sources that one is obligated to bring a provisional 
guilt offering for an uncertain violation of a prohibition for whose 
intentional violation one is liable to receive karet and for its unwit- 
ting violation one is liable to bring a sin offering. Accordingly, Rabbi 
Eliezer is saying that a provisional guilt offering can be brought as 
an obligatory offering and can also be brought as a gift offering. His 


guilt offering and later discovered with certainty that he sinned. 
In such a case, he must bring a sin offering. If it were true that a 
provisional guilt offering is sacrificed only as an obligatory offering, 
this situation is difficult to understand, as one is never obligated to 
bring two different offerings for one sin. Rather, it must be that a 
provisional guilt offering may also be brought as a gift offering, and 
therefore in that case where he discovered with certainty that he 
sinned, he brings a sin offering and the provisional guilt offering 
is retroactively considered a gift offering (Arukh LaNer; Hiddushim 
UVeurim). 


reasoning is based on the case where one brought a provisional 


HALAKHA 


A sin for whose intentional performance one is 
liable to receive karet, etc. — 131,73 ism by KON: 

The Rambam rules that one brings a provisional guilt 
offering only for an uncertain sin for whose inten- 
ional performance one is liable to receive karet and 
or whose unwitting performance one is liable to 
bring a sin offering, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of the Rabbis that a provisional guilt offering 

is only brought as an obligatory offering. Based on 
his, the Rambam also rules that if one slaughtered 
a provisional guilt offering nowadays outside the 
Temple courtyard, the slaughter is kosher, because a 
provisional guilt offering is not brought as a vow or 
gift offering. The Shulhan Arukh rules in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rambam. But some authori- 
ties rule in accordance with an unattributed mishna 
(Hullin 41b) that slaughter outside the Temple ren- 
ders the animal unfit, which is in accordance with 

the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. The Rema rules that one 
should be stringent in this matter (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 8:1 and Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Shehita 2:18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 5:1 and 
Orah Hayyim 1:7). 


Those liable to bring sin offerings and definite 
guilt offerings for whom Yom Kippur has passed — 
DPD OF Poy sayy PRN NIWKI DIKU vn: 
Those liable to bring sin offerings and definite guilt 
offerings for whom Yom Kippur has passed are liable 
o bring them after Yom Kippur. Those liable to bring 
provisional guilt offerings are exempt from bringing 
hem after Yom Kippur, as it is written: “From all your 
sins shall you be pure before the Lord” (Leviticus 
16:30), indicating that one is purified on Yom Kippur 
rom any sin that is known only to God. Therefore, 
one who encountered uncertainty as to whether 
he performed a sin on Yom Kippur, even if it was 
at nightfall at the end of the day, is exempt, as the 
entire day atones for uncertain sins (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:9). 


A woman upon whom it is incumbent to bring a 
bird sin offering due to uncertainty - ww nwt 
papjiya nxon why: With regard to those who have 
not yet brought an atonement offering to complete 
the purification process when it is uncertain if they 
are obligated to bring that offering, they must bring 
their offerings even after Yom Kippur (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:1). 


If it became known after the nape of the bird was 
pinched - yti) nawn DX: If a woman brought a 
bird sin offering due to uncertainty, and it became 
known to her that she was exempt from bringing 
the offering after the nape of the neck of the bird 
was pinched, the bird must be buried (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:12). 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Hiyya — xm 27: Most references to Rabbi Hiyya 
in the Gemara are referring to the individual known 
as Rabbi Hiyya the Great, who was a student of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. But this passage clearly does not refer 
to that Sage, as Rava lived a number of generations 
after Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Scholars have struggled to 
identify the Rabbi Hiyya referenced here, who appar- 
ently treated Rava as a colleague and also taught before 
Rabba, as is evident from the continuation of the Gemara. 
Some suggest that it is referring to Rabbi Hiyya bar Avin, 
who lived in the generation prior to Rava, and about 
whom Rava calls him elsewhere: The lion in the group. 
He is also recorded as inquiring before Rava (Nedarim 
34b). Some versions of the text here have Rabbi Hanina 
instead of Rabbi Hiyya, in which case it is referring to 
Rabbi Hanina bar Avin, who also would teach before 
Rabba (Pesahim 34a). 


Perek VI 
Daf25 Amudb 


NOTES 


It is Rabbi Eliezer...the opinion of those who spoke 
to Bava ben Buta - 15 MANTNI qh ya: Rashi and 
Tosafot disagree with regard to the understanding of 
he opinion of those who spoke to Bava ben Buta. Rashi 
maintains that according to this opinion one is obligated 
o bring a provisional guilt offering for any manner of 
uncertain sin, even in the case of a sin for whose inten- 
ional performance one is not liable to receive karet and 
or whose unwitting performance one is not liable to 
bring a sin offering. Tosafot contend that according to 
his opinion one is obligated to bring a provisional guilt 
offering only for a sin for whose intentional performance 
one is liable to receive karet and for whose unwitting 
performance one is liable to bring a sin offering. One is 
permitted, but not obligated, to bring a provisional guilt 
offering for other sins for whose intentional performance 
one is not liable to receive karet and for whose unwitting 
performance one is not liable to bring a sin offering (see 
Rabbi Akiva Eiger’s commentary on the mishnayot and 
Arukh LaNer). 


Which may not be done and he did not know and he 
is guilty - Dex) aawa mywyN xb Wwy: According to 
the opinion of those who spoke to Bava ben Buta, the 
phrase in the verse “which may not be done” indicates 
that a provisional guilt offering is brought for violation 
of a prohibition, as is also indicated by the example of 
an animal carcass brought in the baraita. But Rashi (24b) 
understands that the mishnaic phrase: A situation of 
potential uncertainty, also includes a case where one 
is uncertain if he transgressed a positive mitzva. Either 
way, one brings a provisional guilt offering only for viola- 
tions of mitzvot by Torah law and not for violations of 
rabbinic law. 
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Rav Ashi said to Rav Aha, son of Rava: A burnt offering and a 
peace offering are primarily written, i.e., discussed, in the context 
of a gift offering, and they are brought as obligatory offerings only 
in specific cases mentioned explicitly in the Torah. By contrast, a 
provisional guilt offering is primarily written in the context of an 
obligatory offering, similar to a sin offering and a guilt offering. 


Rabbi Hiyya’ teaches before Rava: 


A provisional guilt offering comes for the uncertain consumption 
of a non-kosher animal carcass. Rava said to him: But didn’t we 
learn in the mishna: And the Rabbis say that one brings a provi- 
sional guilt offering only for uncertain performance of a matter 
for whose intentional performance one is liable to receive karet 
and for whose unwitting performance one is liable to bring a sin 
offering? But here the consumption of an animal carcass is a viola- 
tion ofa prohibition that does not entail karet or a sin offering. And 
if you are referring to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, he maintains 
that a provisional guilt offering comes also as a gift offering, 
without any uncertain sin. 


Rabbi Hiyya said to Rava: What is the reason that you did not 
learn from Rabba? Many times I taught this baraita before the 
Master. And who is the Master? It is Rabba. And he said to me: 
In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer; nevertheless, it is not in 
accordance with Rabbi Eliezer’s own opinion that a provisional 
guilt offering is brought as a gift offering, but rather it is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of those who spoke to Bava ben Buta." As 
we learned in the mishna: But they say to him: Wait until you 
enter into a situation of potential uncertainty. According to this 
opinion, one brings a provisional guilt offering for any manner of 
uncertain sin. 


Rava said: What is the reason for the opinion of those who spoke 
to Bava ben Buta and said that one may bring a provisional guilt 
offering for any uncertain sin, not only those stated by the Rabbis? 
With regard to a provisional guilt offering, the verse states: “And if 
anyone sins, and does any of the mitzvot of the Lord which may 
not be done, and he did not know, and he is guilty” (Leviticus 
5:17)." This indicates that one brings a provisional guilt offering for 
any form of sin. 


Rava said: What is the reason for the opinion of the Rabbis, who 

say: One brings a provisional guilt offering only for the uncertain 

performance of a matter for whose intentional performance one 

is liable to receive karet and for whose unwitting performance one 

is liable to bring a sin offering? They derive this halakha by a verbal 

analogy between the word “mitzvot” with regard to a provisional 

guilt offering and the word “mitzvot” from a sin offering of forbid- 
den fat, i.e., a standard sin offering, where it is written: “Any of the 

mitzvot of the Lord” (Leviticus 4:27). 
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The Gemara explains the verbal analogy: Just as there, it is referring 
to asin for whose intentional performance one is liable to receive 
karet and for whose unwitting performance one is liable to bring 
a sin offering, so too here, a provisional guilt offering is brought 
for a matter for whose intentional performance one is liable to 
receive karet and for whose unwitting performance one is liable 
to bring a sin offering. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: Five guilt offerings atone," 
whereas a provisional guilt offering does not atone with a com- 
plete atonement. The Gemara asks: What is the tanna of this 
baraita saying? Rav Yosef said that this is what the baraita is 
saying: Five guilt offerings atone with a complete atonement to 
the extent that no further atonement is necessary, but a provi- 
sional guilt offering does not atone with a complete atonement, 
since if it later became known to him that he sinned, he must bring 
a sin offering to achieve atonement. 


And this statement of the baraita is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, i.e., the opinion of those who spoke to 
Bava ben Buta, as they say: A provisional guilt offering may come 
for an uncertain eating of a non-kosher animal carcass. In the case 
of one who brought a provisional guilt offering for a sin such as the 
uncertain eating of an animal carcass and later found out that he 
sinned, he does not bring a sin offering and does not require any 
additional atonement. 


Ravina said that this is what the baraita is teaching: With regard 

to five guilt offerings, nothing else achieves the atonement that 

they achieve, as one brings these offerings when it becomes 

known to him that he sinned. By contrast, with regard to a provi- 
sional guilt offering, another item achieves the atonement that 

it achieves, as one does not bring this offering when his uncertain 

sin becomes known to him. As we learned in the mishna: Those 

liable to bring sin offerings and definite guilt offerings for whom 

Yom Kippur has passed are liable to bring them after Yom Kip- 
pur, whereas those liable to bring provisional guilt offerings are 

exempt from bringing them after Yom Kippur. 


§ With regard to those liable to bring sin offerings and definite 
guilt offerings, the mishna teaches: Those liable to bring sin 
offerings and definite guilt offerings for whom Yom Kippur has 
passed are liable to bring them after Yom Kippur. By contrast, 
those liable to bring provisional guilt offerings are exempt from 
bringing them after Yom Kippur. The Gemara asks: From where 
is this matter derived, that Yom Kippur does not atone for those 
liable to bring sin offerings and definite guilt offerings? 


When Rav Dimi came? from Eretz Yisrael, he said that Rabbi Ami 
says that Rabbi Hanina says that the verse states with regard to 
Yom Kippur: “And he shall make atonement for the holy place, 
from the impurity of the children of Israel, and from their trans- 
gressions, for all their sins” (Leviticus 16:16). This indicates that 
sins, i.e., violations committed unwittingly, are similar to trans- 
gressions, violations committed intentionally: Just as Yom Kippur 
atones for transgressions, which are not subject to atonement 
through an offering, as personal sin offerings are brought only for 
unwitting sins, so too with regard to sins, Yom Kippur atones only 
for sins that are not subject to atonement through an offering, but 
Yom Kippur does not atone for sins that are subject to atonement 
through an offering. 


BACKGROUND 


When Rav Dimi came - °° 37 KNX 95: Rav Dimi was one of 
the Sages who descended, or who would often travel, from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia. He traveled there primarily to transmit the 
Torah of Eretz Yisrael to the Torah centers of the Diaspora, although 
occasionally he traveled on business as well. Many questions, 


particularly those concerning the Torah of Eretz Yisrael, remained 
unresolved in Babylonia until the messenger from Eretz Yisrael 
would arrive and elucidate the halakha, the novel expression, or 
the unique circumstances pertaining to a particular statement that 
required clarification. 


NOTES 


Five guilt offerings atone - psan Ninwx nwan: The 
five are: The guilt offering for robbery (see Leviticus 
5:25), the guilt offering for misuse of consecrated 
property (see Leviticus 5:15), the guilt offering for an 


espoused maidservant (see Leviticus 19:21), 
offering of a leper (see Leviticus 14:12), and 


he guilt 
he guilt 


offering of a nazirite who became impure (see Num- 
bers 6:12). The guilt offerings for a nazirite and a leper 


are included in this list despite the fact that 


hey are 


brought to achieve purity and not for atonement, as 
the baraita uses the term atone in its broader mean- 
ing of any matter for which an offering is brought. In 
all five of these cases, no other offering is required 


besides the guilt offering (Arukh LaNer). 
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HALAKHA 


The goat whose blood presentation is performed 
inside — D352 Mwy VY: The goat whose blood 
presentation is performed inside the Sanctuary on 
Yom Kippur, as well as Yom Kippur itself, suspend 
any punishment that one deserves for the trans- 
gression of defiling the Temple or its sacrificial foods 
in which one had awareness of the components 
of the transgression before the transgression, then 
transgressed during a lapse of awareness, and did 
not regain awareness at the end. This suspension 
of punishment extends until he becomes aware of 
his transgression, after which he is liable to bring a 
sliding-scale offering. By contrast, the goat whose 
blood presentation is performed outside the Sanctu- 
ary, as well as Yom Kippur itself, atone for the trans- 
gression of defiling the Temple or its sacrificial foods 
where one never had awareness, either of the fact 
hat one was ritually impure or of the sanctity of the 
Temple or of the sacred foods involved, until after the 
ransgression, when one gained awareness. 

The bull of the High Priest offered on Yom Kippur 
atones for the transgression of intentionally defiling 
he Temple or its sacrificial foods if the transgres- 
sor is a priest. If the transgressor is an Israelite or 
Levite, then the goat whose blood presentation is 
performed inside the Sanctuary atones, and Yom 
ippur itself atones. These rulings are in accordance 
with the mishna on Shevuot 2a (Rambam Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Shegagot 11:9). 


The scapegoat - nbnwan uw: The scapegoat 
atones for all transgressions in the Torah, whether 
lenient or severe, whether intentional or unwitting, 
whether one became aware of them or did not, 
provided one repents. If one does not repent, then 
the scapegoat atones only for lenient transgressions, 
such as violations of positive mitzvot and prohibi- 
tions that do not incur karet, but not for severe 
transgressions, such as transgressions for which one 
is liable to receive court-imposed death penalty 
or karet. The scapegoat also does not atone for an 
oath taken in vain or a false oath if one does not 
repent. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna 
on Shevuot 2b (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Teshuva 1:2). 
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Abaye said to Rav Dimi: But how can one derive this matter from 
the verse? When that verse is written, it is written with regard to 
the goat whose blood presentation is performed inside" the Sanc- 
tuary on Yom Kippur, which does not atone for a known violation 
of a mitzva, but only for a violation that is unknown. Perhaps only 
that offering does not atone for sins that are subject to atonement 
through an offering, but with regard to the scapegoat that is dis- 
patched to Azazel, which atones for a known violation of a mitzva, 
I could say to you that it atones even for those sins that are subject 
to atonement through an offering. 


Rather, Abaye said that the matter is derived from here, a verse 
that deals with the scapegoat: “And he shall confess over it all the 
iniquities of the children of Israel, and all their transgressions, 
for all their sins” (Leviticus 16:21). This indicates that sins are 
similar to transgressions: Just as the scapegoat atones for trans- 
gressions, which are not subject to atonement through an offer- 
ing, so too with regard to sins, the scapegoat atones only for sins 
that are not subject to atonement through an offering, but it does 
not atone for sins that are subject to atonement through an offer- 
ing. And the verse limited the scope of atonement specifically with 
regard to the scapegoat,” in order to say that despite the scape- 
goat’s greater capacity to achieve atonement, it does not atone for 
sins that are subject to atonement through an offering. 


Rav Dimi said to Abaye: From where is it known that those trans- 
gressions mentioned in that verse are not subject to atonement 
through an offering? Perhaps those transgressions are subject to 

atonement through an offering, as we learned in a mishna (9a): 
There are four who bring an offering for an intentional transgres- 
sion as they do for an unwitting sin: One who engages in inter- 
course with an espoused maidservant, a nazirite who became ritu- 
ally impure, one who falsely takes the oath of testimony that he 

does not know testimony on behalf of another, and one who falsely 
takes the oath on a deposit that the item belonging to another is 

not in his possession. The Gemara does not provide Abaye’s answer 
to this question at this point. 


It was also stated with regard to this matter that when Ravin’ came 

from Eretz Yisrael he related a statement that Rabbi Yosei says that 
Reish Lakish says: The verse states: “And he shall confess over it 

all the iniquities of the children of Israel, and all their transgres- 
sions, for all their sins” (Leviticus 16:21). This indicates that sins 

are similar to transgressions: Just as the scapegoat atones for 
transgressions, which are not subject to atonement through an 

offering, so too with regard to sins, the scapegoat atones only for 
sins that are not subject to atonement through an offering, but it 
does not atone for sins that are subject to atonement through 

an offering. 


Ravin — pai: The name Ravin is a shortened form of the name Rabbi 
Avin; he is known as Rabbi Bon in the Jerusalem Talmud. Ravin was 
a third-generation amora who lived in Eretz Yisrael. Ravin's impor- 
tance in Jewish history is largely due to the role that he played in 
spreading the Torah of Eretz Yisrael, especially the words of Rabbi 
o the Sages in Babylon. The rulings 
and recorded discussions that Ravin brought from Eretz Yisrael 
were viewed as authoritative due to his great care and precision. 
Because of this, the Gemara generally rules in his favor when he has 


Yohanan and his disciples, 


PERSONALITIES 


raditions and recorded discussions. Ravin plays a more prominent 
role in the discussions recorded in the Jerusalem Talmud, and there 
he Gemara relates more of his original thinking and stories about 
his life. Ravin’s father, also named Rabbi Avin, died before he was 
born, and his mother died during childbirth. Ravin is recalled as one 
of the luminaries of Torah Judaism in the context of the Midrash 
hat recalls that when one great scholar dies, another is born to 
ake his place: On the day that Ravin passed away, Oshaya Ish 
Terya was born. 


a dispute with Rav Dimi or other Sages of his day with regard to oral 
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Abaye said: I also said that this halakha was derived from that 
verse, and Rav Dimi raised the following difficulty before me: 
From where is it known that those transgressions mentioned in 
the verse are not subject to atonement through an offering? Per- 
haps those transgressions are subject to atonement through an 
offering, as we learned in a mishna that there are four who bring 
an offering for an intentional transgression as they do for an 
unwitting sin. Ravin said to Abaye: The majority of transgres- 
sions are not subject to atonement through an offering. Abaye 
said to him: Is the term majority written in that verse? 


Rather, Abaye said that an answer to Rav Dimi’s question can be 
inferred from the beginning of the verse: “And he shall confess 
over it all the iniquities of the children of Israel” (Leviticus 16:21), 
and it is taught in a baraita: The term “iniquities” is referring to 
those sins that were performed intentionally.’ And similarly, the 
verse states: “Because he despised the word of the Lord, and has 
broken His commandment; that soul shall utterly be cut off, his 
iniquity shall be upon him” (Numbers 15:31). 


Abaye continues: If so, when it states: “And all their transgressions, 

for all their sins,” why do I need the verse to mention “all their 
transgressions,” which is also referring to sins that were intention- 
ally performed? It is written to juxtapose sins to transgressions: 
Just as the scapegoat atones for transgressions, the majority of 
which are not subject to atonement through an offering, so too 
with regard to sins, it atones only for sins that are not subject to 
atonement through an offering, but it does not atone for sins that 
are subject to atonement through an offering. 


§ The mishna teaches: Those liable to bring provisional guilt 
offerings are exempt from bringing them after Yom Kippur. The 
Gemara asks: From where is this matter derived? Rabbi Elazar 
said: With regard to Yom Kippur the verse states: “For on this day 
shall atonement be made for you, to cleanse you; from all your sins 
you shall be pure before the Lord” (Leviticus 16:30). This indicates 
that Yom Kippur atones fora sin of which only the Omnipresent 
is aware, i.e., an uncertain sin that renders one liable to bring a 
provisional guilt offering. 


Rav Tahlifa, father of Rav Huna bar Tahlifa, said in the name of 
Rava: With regard to the first clause in the mishna as well: Those 
liable to bring sin offerings and definite guilt offerings for whom 
Yom Kippur has passed are liable to bring them after Yom Kippur, 
one cannot bring a convincing proof 


and find a way to explain that halakha, neither from that statement 
of Rav Dimi, who derived it from the verse: “And from their 
transgressions, for all their sins” (Leviticus 16:16), nor from that 
statement of Abaye, who derived it from the verse: “For all their 
transgressions, for all their sins” (Leviticus 16:21). 


Rather, it is derived from that which Rabbi Elazar said: With 
regard to Yom Kippur the verse states: “From all your sins before 
the Lord” (Leviticus 16:30). This indicates that Yom Kippur atones 
for a sin of which only the Omnipresent is aware, i.e., an uncer- 
tain sin for which one brings a provisional guilt offering. And from 
that statement it is derived that it is only for a sin of which only 
the Omnipresent is aware that Yom Kippur atones, but it does 
not atone for a sin about which the sinner is aware. 


he publisher 


NOTES 


The term iniquities is referring to those sins 
that were performed intentionally — by niny 
miaitt: Abaye does not derive this halakha from the 
erm “transgressions” because, as noted earlier by 
he Gemara, this term does not specify only those 
ransgressions that are not subject to atonement 
hrough an offering. Rather, Abaye's derivation of 
his halakha is based on the term “transgressions” 
being superfluous in its context. Therefore, the Torah 
must have included it for the express purpose of 
establishing the juxtaposition between “sins” and 


“transgressions” (Rashi). Elsewhere (Yoma 36b), the 


Gemara understands each term uniquely: A sin is 
unintentional, an iniquity is intentional, and a trans- 
gression is an act performed for the specific purpose 
of rebelling against God. Based on that explanation, 
the Rashash questions the understanding of Abaye 
that the term “transgressions” is superfluous, and he 
suggests that this is the basis for Rava's rejection of 
Abaye's explanation later on. 
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In order to permit her to eat sacrificial food, etc. - 
api xan DoT nyaga nnwy: Rashi explains that 
according 
achieves atonement for her sin through her labor pains, 
not through her sin offering. Others maintain that she 
achieves a 


ri 
a 
a 


d 
o 


Sheva; Menahem Shlomo). 
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explain that although she is called a sinner for that 
reason, the obligation to bring a sin o 
he actual birth, regardless if she took an oath or not. 
Therefore, since the status of the birth is uncertain, she 
will need to bring the offering even a 
has passed (Menahem Shlomo). 


d 
nazirite achieves atonement by means of the disgrace 
o 
o 


chieve atonement for these sinners, but Yom Kippur 
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BACKGROUND 
Mnemonic device — p39: Because the Talmud was 
studied orally for many generations, mnemonic 
devices were necessary to remember a series of sub- 
jects and the order in which they were taught. 


NOTES 
A woman who gave birth is a sinner - nxvin mp 
xt: The reason Rabbi Shimon considers her a sin- 
ner is that due to the pain of childbirth she took an 
oath to never again engage in intercourse with her 
husband, and she later violated her oath (see Nidda 
31b). The commentaries question how this fits in with 
he Gemara's discussion, as if she took such an oath, 
his is nota situation of uncertainty (Beer Sheva). Some 


ering is due to 


er Yom Kippur 


o Rabbi Shimon, a woman after childbirth 


onement by means of the period of impu- 
y that she undergoes after childbirth (Rabbeinu 
ershom Meor HaGola). Similarly, a leper achieves 
onement for his sin through the affliction of the 
isease rather than his sin offering. And likewise, a 


f growing his hair and shaving all his hair at the end 
his naziriteship. Alternatively, the sin offerings also 


oes not atone for one who is obligated to bring an 
ffering for both atonement and purification (Beer 
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And Rav Tahlifa, father of Rav Huna, further says in the name of 
Rava: Those liable to receive lashes for whom Yom Kippur has 
passed are liable to receive those lashes after Yom Kippur. The 
Gemara asks: Isn't that obvious? What is the difference between 
this case and the case of those liable to bring sin offerings and 
definite guilt offerings, who must bring them after Yom Kippur? 


The Gemara answers: It might enter your mind to say: There, where 

the liability to bring sin offerings and definite guilt offerings is finan- 
cial in nature, Yom Kippur does not exempt one from financial obliga- 
tions. But here, where the liability to incur lashes applies to one’s 

body, one might say that he is not flogged after Yom Kippur. There- 
fore, Rav Tahlifa teaches us that this is not so. 


The Gemara asks: How can Rava say that Yom Kippur does not 
exempt one from the liability to incur lashes? But didn’t we learn in 
a mishna (Shevuot 2b): For other prohibitions that are stated in the 
Torah, apart from those delineated in that mishna, whether one 
became aware of them before Yom Kippur or did not become aware 
of them until after Yom Kippur, whether they are positive mitzvot 
or prohibitions, Yom Kippur atones for them. This is the halakha 
despite the fact that one who transgresses a prohibition is liable to 
incur lashes. 


The Gemara answers: That is not difficult. This statement of Rava is 
referring to a transgression about which witnesses warned him, and 
therefore he is liable to incur lashes, and Yom Kippur does not com- 
pletely atone for him. That mishna is referring to a transgression 
about which they did not warn him, and he is not liable to incur 
lashes, and therefore Yom Kippur provides full atonement. 


The Gemara now analyzes the above statement: Those liable to bring 
provisional guilt offerings are exempt from bringing them after Yom 
Kippur because Yom Kippur atones for a sin of which only the Omni- 
present is aware. Before beginning its discussion, which consists of a 
series of queries starting with the phrase: If that is so, the Gemara 
provides a mnemonic device’ for the topics it will address: A woman 
who gave birth; a leper; a nazirite; a sota; in a heifer. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If that is so, that Yom Kippur atones 

for a sin of which only the Omnipresent is aware, awoman who gave 

birth who is uncertain whether her miscarriage obligated her to 

bring a sin offering should not bring her sin offering after Yom 

Kippur has passed, due to the fact that Yom Kippur atoned for her. 
As this is a case of a sin of which only the Omnipresent is aware, 
since God alone knows the nature of her miscarriage. Rav Hoshaya 

said: With regard to Yom Kippur the verse states: “For all their sins” 
(Leviticus 16:21), indicating that Yom Kippur atones for all their sins 

but not for all their impurity. A woman who gives birth does not 

bring a sin offering for atonement, but rather in order to purify her 

and thereby enable her to consume sacrificial meat. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yohai, who says: A woman who gave birth is a sinner," what is 
there to say? The Gemara answers: Even according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, when a woman who gave birth brings an offering, 
she brings it in order to permit her to eat sacrificial food," which 
is the final stage in her process of purification; but she does not 
bring the offering for atonement. Therefore, she must bring her 
offering after Yom Kippur, as Yom Kippur effects atonement but not 
purification. 


Rav Ashi said that we learn in the mishna (25a) as well: A woman 

upon whom it is incumbent to bring a bird sin offering due to uncer- 
tainty, e.g., uncertainty as to whether her miscarriage obligated her 

to bring the sin offering of a woman who gave birth, for whom Yom 

Kippur has passed, is liable to bring it after Yom Kippur. This is 

because the offering does not come as atonement fora sin. Rather, it 

renders her eligible to partake of the meat of offerings. 
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The Gemara objects: If that is so, then an uncertain leper who is 
obligated to bring an offering for purification for whom Yom Kippur 
has passed should not bring his offering, due to the fact that Yom 
Kippur has passed for him, as this is a case of a sin of which only 
the Omnipresent is aware, since God knows if he is impure. Rabbi 
Oshaya said that the verse states: “For all their sins” (Leviticus 
16:21), but not for all their impurity, and this offering is also brought 
for purification. 


The Gemara objects: But doesn’t Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani 
say that Rabbi Yohanan says: Leprous marks come due to seven 
matters, i.e., there are seven sins that are the possible causes of lep- 
rosy. The Gemara cites a mnemonic for these seven sins: Gimmel, 
gimmel, gimmel, shin, shin, lamed, tzadi. This stands for gilui arayot, 
forbidden sexual intercourse; gasut haruah, arrogance; gezel, rob- 
bery; shefikhut dammim, bloodshed; shevuat shav, an oath taken in 
vain; lashon hara, slander; and tzarut ha ayin, stinginess (see Arakhin 
16a). Since leprosy develops because of some sin, this means that 
the leper’s offerings are also brought because of sin. The Gemara 
explains: Even so, when a leper brings an offering, he does not 
bring the offering for atonement. Rather, it is brought in order to 
permit him to eat sacrificial food. Therefore, he must bring his 
offering after Yom Kippur. 


The Gemara objects: If that is so, that Yom Kippur atones for a sin 
of which only the Omnipresent is aware, then in a case of an uncer- 
tain nazirite, i.e., when it is uncertain if the nazirite became impure 
through contact with the dead, which would obligate him to bring 
an offering for purification, for whom Yom Kippur has passed, he 
should not bring an offering, due to the fact that Yom Kippur 
atoned for him, as this too is a sin of which only the Omnipresent 
is aware. Once again, Rabbi Oshaya said that the verse states that 
Yom Kippur atones “for all their sins,’ but not for all their impurity. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben 
HaKappar, who says: A nazirite is a sinner, as he has caused himself 
to suffer by abstaining from wine, what is there to say? The Gemara 
answers similarly: Even so, when a nazirite brings an offering, he 
does not bring the offering for atonement. Rather, he brings it in 
order to permit him to eat sacrificial food." Consequently, he must 
bring his offering after Yom Kippur. 


The Gemara continues to object: If that is so, an uncertain sota, i.e., 
a woman suspected by her husband of having been unfaithful who 
then secludes herself with another man, for whom Yom Kippur has 
passed, should not bring an offering,” due to the fact that Yom 
Kippur has atoned for her, as this is a sin of which only the Omni- 
present is aware. Rabbi Oshaya said that the verse states: “For all 
their sins,’ but not for all their impurity, and the actions of a sota 
are referred to as rendering her impure (see Numbers 5:13). 


When a nazirite brings an offering.. 


.to permit him to eat 


NOTES 


a case of uncertainty when the woman herself knows whether 
she committed adultery. Some commentaries explain that the 


sacrificial food - Dwtp now MAWN.. IDPA NPD M: 

Many commentaries maintain that the text should be amended 

here, as it is his purification ritual that permits him to eat sacrifi- 

cial food, not his offering. They therefore read the text in accor- 
dance with the Gemara on 8b: A nazirite brings an offering to 
effect a naziriteship of purity, i.e., a nazirite who became impure 
can begin his naziriteship of purity only after bringing his offer- 
ing (see Beer Sheva). In some versions, the following is added: 
Alternatively, a nazirite brings an offering to permit him to drink 
wine, i.e., a pure nazirite may not drink wine until he has brought 
his offering (see Tosafot on Sota 15a). 


An uncertain sota for whom Yom Kippur has passed should 
not bring an offering - xb pyas7 oF why rayy mip pap 
smn: It is difficult to understand how this can be considered 


Gemara is discussing a case where she is uncertain whether she 
had intercourse with her husband or the other man (Beer Sheva). 
Others explain similarly that she was secluded with the man but 
she is uncertain if he had intercourse with her while she was 
asleep (Arukh LaNer). Yet others suggest that the uncertainty 
hat obligates her to bring the offering is an uncertainty from 
he husband's perspective. Even if she herself knows whether 
she committed adultery or not, it is still considered a situation 
of uncertainty (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). There are 
hose who state similarly that the nature of the case of a sota is 
hat although the woman asserts with certainty that she did not 
commit adultery, her claim is not taken into account during the 
proceedings (Birkat HaZevah). 


rom the publisher 
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NOTES 


And no atonement can be made for the land for the 
blood that is shed therein - wr om RER x) aval 
ma yew: The Sefat Emet explains that the heifer whose 
neck is broken atones for the land, which had blood 
that was shed upon it, while Yom Kippur atones for the 
Jewish people but not for the land. Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola explains that the heifer whose neck is 
broken does not atone for the murderer, whose iden- 
tity is a matter of uncertainty to everyone but him, but 
rather for the people of the city, who are held respon- 
sible for the murder, which is considered a matter of 
certainty. Therefore, Yom Kippur does not atone. 


Are necessary, etc. — ’13193"1¥: Rashi explains that the 
Gemara is proposing that each instance of a term of 
knowing is necessary in order to teach that each sin 
offering is brought only for a known sin but not for an 
uncertain sin. Other early commentaries ask: Accord- 
ing to this understanding, the Gemara indicates that 
one would have thought that a sin offering is brought 
even for an uncertain sin had a term of knowing not 
been mentioned in each of these three instances. But if 
an individual were obligated to bring a sin offering for 
an uncertain sin, there would be no case in which one 
would be obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering. 
The Rosh answers that the Gemara is assuming that 
a provisional guilt offering is brought only in a case 
similar to one where there are two pieces of meat, one 
kosher and one not kosher, and he ate one of them and 
itis uncertain whether it was the kosher or non-kosher 
piece (see 17b). But in a case where there is only one 
piece of uncertain meat and he ate it, he would bring 
a sin offering and not a provisional guilt offering (see 
Shita Mekubbetzet). 


All of his sin offerings are female — 7am 122777 baw: 
The commentaries explain that the obligation to bring 
female offerings is considered a leniency because 
they are less expensive, due to greater availability (Ner 
Tamid). 
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Abaye said a different answer: This is not a case of a sin of which only 
the Omnipresent is aware, because the paramour, i.e., the man sus- 
pected of having had intercourse with her, knows about her sin. 
Rava said that the case of a sota is not difficult: When a sota brings 
an offering, she brings it in order to clarify the existence of iniquity, 
but not for atonement. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty in the same format as above: If 
that is so, in the case of a heifer whose neck is broken, with regard 

to which Yom Kippur has passed, the heifer should not be brought, 
as this is a sin of which only the Omnipresent is aware, since the 

identity of the murderer is unknown. Abaye said: The murderer 

himself knows that he is the guilty party. Rava said that the verse 

states: “And no atonement can be made for the land for the 

blood that is shed therein,” but by the blood of him who shed it” 
(Numbers 35:33). This indicates that atonement for murder can be 

achieved only by means of the heifer whose neck is broken or capital 

punishment for the murderer, not by Yom Kippur. 


Rav Pappa said another answer: The verse states that the priests at 
the ceremony of the heifer whose neck is broken should recite the 
following sentence: “Forgive, Lord, Your people Israel, whom You 
have redeemed” (Deuteronomy 21:8). The verse indicates that this 
atonement, which is achieved through the heifer whose neck is 
broken, is also fit to atone retroactively for those who left Egypt, 
i.e., every case of unknown murder that occurred since the Jews left 
Egypt. It can be inferred from here that Yom Kippur of previous years 
have not atoned for those past murders. 


§ The Gemara raises a difficulty: Now that you said that Yom Kip- 
pur atones for a sin of which only the Omnipresent is aware, one 
can say that when his sin becomes known to him after Yom Kippur 
as well, he should not bring a sin offering. Rabbi Zeira said that 
you cannot say this, as a term of knowing is written in a verse three 
times (see Leviticus 4:14, 23, 28): With regard to an individual’s sin 
offering and with regard to the sin offering of a Nasi, and with 
regard to a communal sin offering. Since it was not necessary to 
repeat an expression of knowing in all three instances, this teaches 
that anyone who knows about his sin must bring a sin offering, even 
if he became aware after Yom Kippur. 


The Gemara rejects this derivation: All three instances of a term of 
knowing are necessary" to teach that each sin offering is brought 
only for a known sin and not for an uncertain sin, and therefore no 
instance of the term is superfluous. The Gemara elaborates: As, 
if the verse had stated a term of knowing with regard to the sin 
offering of an individual, I would say that the halakhot of all sin 
offerings, i.e., ofa Nasi and the community, cannot be derived from 
the sin offering of an individual, as this suggestion can be refuted: 
What is unique about the sin offering of an individual? It is unique 
in that all of his sin offerings are female," either a ewe or a female 
goat, whereas a Nasi brings a male goat, and the sin offering of the 
community is a bull. 


The Gemara continues: And if you would say: Let the verse write a 
term of knowing with regard to the sin offering of a Nasi, and let 
these, the sin offerings of an individual and the community, be 
derived from that of a Nasi, this derivation can likewise be rejected. 


The Gemara elaborates: The sin offering of an individual cannot be 

derived from that of a Nasi, as this suggestion can be refuted: What 

is unique about the sin offering of a Nasi? It is unique and more 

lenient than the sin offering of an individual in that a Nasi, i.e., a king, 
is not included in the obligation ofa sin offering for hearing a voice, 
i.e., taking a false oath that one did not witness an event (see Leviti- 
cus 5:1), as a king may not testify. Can you say the same with regard 

to an individual, who is included in the obligation of a sin offering 
for hearing a voice? 


KINT yo xb wwa nay) 
iapa py sews) ma pa, 
DETA 


woy ory Pora] aara 3133 
yaw way) ma PI Kane N 
py 397 OWI Oy KIN PIM PS 

meya naw 


In Kaks ROIS xb mop xn 
DA ney ain) xb mn ny) 
may) wind NPM 


nay) word an nd KDY 
PRIINA Yip NYRPI PY 13V 
bip nynwa iwy 


VAY 123 TYP NIP sind xd 
NDN INDI PIT TY TN 
we Dw EN PRY mm TDI 
PRY aaya WANA 7322 12973 

301213 


TOTA PM WEI 138 DiD) Nh 
DWN N PND INA IY PT 
ay pry - PI nynwa pret 

ipa nagwa wT 


= Nap IDP DPA wry DW ry) 
WIA PNPA PNT Ta? Nay 
Dna am xd nyt pity monet 

WWI TD DDT 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


And furthermore, the halakha of a communal sin offering cannot 
be derived from that of a Nasi, as this suggestion can likewise 
be refuted: What is unique about the sin offering of a Nasi? It is 
unique in that there is in his types of offering a case of a female 
offering, for an unintentional sin of idol worship, whereas a 
communal sin offering is always male. 


The Gemara continues: And if you would say: Let the verse write a 

term of knowing with regard to the sin offering of the community, 
and let the sin offerings of an individual and a Nasi be derived 

from it, this derivation can likewise be refuted, as follows: What is 

unique about the sin offering of the community? It is unique and 

more lenient in that there is a sin offering only for an unwitting 

communal sin due to a mistaken ruling of the Sanhedrin accompa- 
nied by unwitting action of the community following their ruling, 
which is not the case with regard to the sin offerings of an individual 

and a Nasi. 


The Gemara suggests: Granted that two instances of a term of know- 
ing cannot be derived from one instance of a term of knowing. 
Nevertheless, let one instance of a term of knowing be derived 
from the other two, as follows: Let the Torah not write a term of 
knowing with regard to the sin offering of an individual, and 
let it be derived from the sin offering of a Nasi and that of the 
community. 


The Gemara explains that this suggestion can be refuted: What is 
unique about the sin offerings of a Nasi and the community, in 
which both share a leniency? They are unique in that they are not 
included in the obligation ofa sin offering for hearing a voice. Can 
you say the same with regard to an individual, who is included in 
the obligation of a sin offering for hearing a voice? 


The Gemara further suggests: Let the verse not write a term of 
knowing with regard to the sin offering of the community, and let 
it be derived from the instances of a term of knowing that are 
written with regard to the sin offerings of an individual and a Nasi. 
The Gemara again explains that this suggestion can be refuted: 
What is unique about the sin offerings of an individual and a Nasi? 
They are unique in that there is a case of a female offering brought 
by them. Can you say the same with regard to the sin offering of the 
community, where there is no case of a female offering brought 
by acommunity? 


The Gemara continues to suggest: Let the Torah not write a term 
of knowing with regard to the sin offering of a Nasi, and let it be 
derived from the instances of a term of knowing that are written 
with regard to the sin offerings of an individual and the community. 
What can you say to refute this suggestion? If you refute this due 
to the fact that a communal sin offering is more lenient, as it is not 
included in the obligation of a sin offering for hearing a voice, the 
sin offering of an individual, which is included in the obligation 
of a sin offering for hearing a voice, proves" that this is not the 
decisive consideration. 


And if you refute this suggestion due to the fact that an individual 
sin offering is more lenient because all his sin offerings are female, 
the sin offering of the community, where there is no case of a 
female offering, proves that this is not the key factor. Since for both 
of these categories of sin offering there is no obligation to bring a 
sin offering until there is knowledge of the sin, why do I need a 
term of knowing that is written with regard to the sin offering of 
a Nasi? 


The sin offering of an individual which is included in a sin 
offering for hearing a voice proves — nyyawa ive sh Pr? 


NOTES 


voice, the translation here follows the Oxford manuscript, which 
reads that the sin offering of an individual is brought for hearing 


bipi: Although the Gemara text has the term deeino, indicating a voice. The term defino is a copyist error; see the Bah. 
that the sin offering of an individual is not brought for hearing a 
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NOTES 

That both are set offerings that are not apt to 
change - ninwa prawy p jaw: Although this 
attribute is neither a leniency nor a stringency, with 
regard to a derivation by means of a shared com- 
mon denominator, any kind of difference between 
the cases is sufficient to refute the derivation (Rashi, 
based on Hullin 15b). 


Perek VI 
Daf26 Amud b 


NOTES 


A Nasi whose offering is apt to change - wia 
nana) swyw: The later commentaries wonder why 
the Gemara specified that the offering of a Nasi is apt 
to change, when it is also possible for the offering 
of a private individual to change if he is appointed 
Nasi. Some answer that there are individuals who 
cannot be appointed Nasi, e.g., women and converts. 
They further note that the more elevated status of a 
Nasi is changed for the worse when he becomes a 
private individual, whereas the status of an individual 
is not changed for the worse if he is appointed Nasi; 
rather, he has improved his status (Birkat HaZevah; see 
Arukh LaNer). Others explain that the offering of a Nasi 
changes if he leaves his position, but the offering of a 
private individual does not change if he is appointed 
Nasi. Rather, after he becomes Nasi he still brings the 
offering of a private individual for a sin that was com- 
mitted beforehand (Mekor Hayyim). 
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The Gemara concludes: If this term of knowing is not necessary for 
the matter of the sin offering of a Nasi itself, as it is already derived 
from the cases of an individual and the community, apply it to the 
matter’ of a case where his sin becomes known to him only after 
Yom Kippur, i.e., that in such an instance he brings a sin offering. 


Abaye said: If the Torah had not stated a term of knowing with 
regard to a Nasi, it could not have been derived from the cases of 
an individual and the community, because this suggestion can be 
refuted: What is unique about the sin offerings of an individual 
and the community? They are unique in that both are set offerings 
that are not apt to change." Can you say 


If it is not necessary for the matter... 


itself...apply it to the 
matter — pay man.. wab Pay ives OX: This is one of the herme- 
neutical methods with which the Torah is expounded. Under this 
principle, seemingly superfluous wording is interpreted to refer 
to some other issue. Presumably, the principle is akin to the prin- 


BACKGROUND 


involves extrapolating certain halakhot not explicit in the Torah’s 
text, from seemingly extraneous words or phrases. If one carefully 
analyzes the Gemara’s deduction, he will note that is not arbitrary, 
but rather it deduces halakhot apropos to the subject matter in 
the Torah’s text. 


ciple of hermeneutical exposition of superfluous verses, as it also 
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the same with regard to a Nasi, whose offering is apt to change’ 
if he leaves his position, e.g., when he becomes impure as a leper 
(see Horayot 10a), as in such a case he brings the sin offering of 
an individual? 


Rather, Abaye said: The halakha that Yom Kippur does not atone 
for one who is liable to bring a sin offering can be derived from here: 
Since there is a verbal analogy between the word “mitzvot” men- 
tioned with regard to the sin offerings of an individual and the word 


“mitzvot” mentioned with regard to a Nasi and with regard to the 


community, the halakhot of these three cases are derived from 
one another. 


And since the halakhot of these cases are derived from one another, 
why do I need a term of knowing to be written three separate times, 
with regard to an individual, and with regard to a Nasi, and with 
regard to the community? If this term of knowing is not necessary 
for the matters of these sin offerings themselves, to teach that one 
brings a sin offering only for a known sin, as this is already derived 
from the verbal analogy of “mitzvot” and “mitzvot,” apply it to the 
matter of a case where his sin becomes known to him only after 
Yom Kippur. The halakha in that case would therefore be that he 
brings a sin offering. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But say that it is only when his sin 
becomes known to him after Yom Kippur that he brings a sin 
offering, because Yom Kippur did not come to atone for that 
specific sin. But with regard to a provisional guilt offering, which 
comes to atone for that specific sin, say indeed that he has 
achieved atonement. Therefore, if his sin becomes known to him 
after he brought a provisional guilt offering he should not bring 
a sin offering. 
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Rava said in explanation that the verse states: “If his sin that he has 
sinned be known to him” (Leviticus 4:28), indicating that one is 
obligated to bring a sin offering in any case where his sin becomes 
known to him. The Gemara asks: Now that you say that when one’s 
sin becomes known to him he brings a sin offering, why does a 
provisional guilt offering come? Rabbi Zeira said: The reason is 
that if one dies before his sin becomes known to him, he dies with- 
out iniquity. Rava objects to this claim: If he dies, death itself 
absolves him, and therefore there is no need for a provisional guilt 
offering. Rather, Rava said: The reason that a provisional guilt 
offering is brought is in order to protect him from suffering until 
he brings his sin offering. 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to a bird sin offering that is 
brought due to uncertainty, e.g. it is uncertain if she gave birth to 
a non-viable newborn, which results in an obligation to bring an 
offering, or ifit was an amorphous mass, which does not, ifit became 
known to her after the nape of the neck of the bird was pinched, the 
bird must be buried. It is assumed at this point that the phrase: It 
became known to her, is referring to a case where it became known 
to her that she certainly gave birth in a manner for which she is 
obligated to bring the sin offering of a woman after childbirth. In 
this context, Rav says: And the bird atoned for her after its blood 
was sprinkled and squeezed out on the wall of the altar. The Gemara 
asks: If so, that the bird atones, then it should be eaten by the priests, 
in accordance with the halakha of a bird sacrificed as a sin offering. 
Why, then, does the mishna state that it must be buried? 


The Gemara answers: Since a bird brought due to uncertainty is unfit 
to be eaten, the priest diverted his attention from the bird, and it was 
left unguarded." Therefore, there is a concern that the meat became 
impure. The Gemara asks: When was it left unguarded? If this 
means it was unguarded at the outset, before the pinching of the 
nape, the bird was still alive, and a living animal is not susceptible 
to ritual impurity. If this means later, after the pinching of the nape, 
the priest guards it" at that stage. 


Rather, the mishna is referring to a case where it became known 
to her that she did not give birth" to a non-viable newborn and 
therefore she did not need to bring an offering. And by right it 
should have been permitted to derive benefit from the bird, as it is 
non-sacred. And if so, what is the reason for the mishna’s statement 
that it must be buried? This obligation applies by rabbinic law, 
to prevent people from mistakenly thinking that it is permitted 
to derive benefit from a bird brought as a sin offering due to 
uncertainty. 


And that statement of Rav, that she receives atonement, was stated 
with regard to the ruling of a previous mishna (22b): In the case of 
a woman who brought a bird sin offering in a situation of uncer- 
tainty as to whether her miscarriage obligated her to bring a sin 
offering, in which case the sin offering may not be eaten by priests, 
the halakha is as follows: If before the nape of the neck of the bird 
was pinched it became known to her that she certainly gave birth 
to anon-viable newborn, she should render the offering a definite 
sin offering, as from the same type of animal that she brings a sin 
offering in a case where it is unknown to her that she gave birth, she 
likewise brings a sin offering in a case where it is known to her. 


If after the nape of the bird was pinched it became known to her 
that she certainly gave birth, in such a case Rav says: The priest 
sprinkles its blood and squeezes out its blood on the wall of the 
altar, and she has achieved atonement and fulfilled her obligation; 
and the bird is permitted in consumption by the priests. Rabbi 
Yohanan says: In such a case, even if the blood was sprinkled and 
squeezed out on the wall of the altar, the bird is prohibited in con- 
sumption, due to a rabbinic decree, lest people say: A bird that is 
brought as a sin offering due to uncertainty is consumed. 
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NOTES 

It was left unguarded - myanwn Ayxw: Diversion 
of one’s attention disqualifies consecrated meat 
and teruma. Some say that this is due to a concern 
that the item might have become impure while 
one’s attention was diverted, while others claim that 
diversion of attention in and of itself disqualifies the 
item. According to all opinions, diversion of one’s 
attention does not disqualify a living consecrated 
animal (see Pesahim 34a). 


f this means later, after the pinching of the nape, 
the priest guards it - 7y wap aioa I: There is 
no concern here that the priest might have diverted 
his attention, as the service of a bird sin offering is 
performed all at once: While the priest stands at 
he altar he pinches the nape of the bird's neck and 
hen immediately sprinkles the blood on the wall 
of the altar and then squeezes out the blood from 
he body of the bird. 


| i 9 j 
W 


Position of priest's hand when he pinches a bird's nape 


HALAKHA 


It became known to her that she did not give 
birth - ath xow ay yid: In the case of a woman 
upon whom it is incumbent to bring a bird sin offer- 
ing due to uncertainty as to whether her miscar- 
riage obligated her to bring the sin offering of a 
woman after childbirth, if it became known to her 
that she was exempt from bringing the offering 
after the nape of the bird was pinched, the bird 
must be buried (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesu- 
lei HaMukdashin 7:12). 
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Levi teaches a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav: With 
regard to a bird sin offering that is brought due to uncertainty, if 
after the nape of the neck of the bird was pinched it became known 
that she certainly gave birth, the priest sprinkles its blood and 
squeezes out its blood, and she has achieved atonement; and the 
bird is permitted in consumption. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan: With regard to a bird sin offering that is brought due to 
uncertainty, if before the nape of the bird was pinched it became 
known to her that she did not give birth, the bird is transferred to 
non-sacred status or is sold to another woman who is obligated to 
bring a bird sin offering. If before the nape of the bird was pinched" 
it became known to her that she certainly gave birth, she should 
render the offering a definite sin offering, as from the type of ani- 
mal that she brings a sin offering in a case where it is unknown to 
her that she gave birth, she brings a sin offering in a case where it is 
known to her. 


Ifafter the nape of the bird was pinched it became known that she 
gave birth, the priest sprinkles its blood and squeezes out its blood, 
and she has received atonement; but consumption of the bird is 
prohibited. And ifthe blood was already squeezed out, then it is even 
prohibited to derive benefit’ from the bird, in accordance with 
the halakha of any bird brought as a sin offering due to uncertainty. 
The reason is that this sin offering was initially brought due to 
uncertainty; and it atoned for its uncertainty, and that uncertainty 
is gone. 


MI S H N A With regard to one who designates two sela, 


which is the minimal value of a guilt offer- 
ing, to purchase a ram for a guilt offering," and he purchased two 
rams for a guilt offering with the two sela, if one of them is now 
worth two sela, he shall sacrifice it for his guilt offering. And the 
second ram that he purchased with the money he designated does 
not become non-sacred. Rather, it shall graze until it becomes 
blemished; and then it shall be sold, and the money received for 
it shall be allocated for communal gift offerings. 


HALAKHA 


If before the nape of the bird was pinched, etc. — xow y 
3) apo: In the case of a woman upon whom it is incumbent 
to bring a bird sin offering due to uncertainty as to whether her 
miscarriage obligated her to bring the sin offering of a woman 
after childbirth, if it became known to her before the nape of 
the neck of the bird was pinched that she certainly gave birth, 
she should render the offering a definite sin offering, and the 
bird is eaten. If after the nape of the bird was pinched it became 
known that she gave birth, the priest sprinkles and squeezes out 
its blood, and the bird is burned; this is done in order that people 
not say that a bird brought as a sin offering due to uncertainty is 
eaten. Since this sin offering was initially brought due to uncer- 
tainty, the bird is consistently treated as a bird brought as a sin 
offering due to uncertainty. This ruling is in accordance with the 


If after the nape was pinched it became known that she gave 
birth it is even prohibited to derive benefit - yti2 ap>aawn OX 
mata yon VOX mw: The explanation given in the com- 
mentary here is in accordance with the text found in the Tosefta 
and all known handwritten manuscripts of the Gemara, part of 
which is omitted in the standard version. This explanation is also 
given by Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola and the Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna. 


One who designates two sela...for a guilt offering - waa 
ov Dyo W: Most guilt offerings, e.g., the guilt offering for 
robbery, the guilt offering for misuse of consecrated property, 
the guilt offering for intercourse with an espoused maidservant, 


NOTES 


opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 7:11). 


One who designates two sela...for a guilt offering - waan 
oud mybo W: In a case where one designates two sela to 
purchase aram fora guilt offering and then purchased two rams 
as guilt offerings with the two sela, if one of them is now worth 
two sela, he shall sacrifice it for his guilt offering. The second 
ram that he purchased with the money that he designated does 
not become non-sacred; rather, it shall graze until it becomes 
blemished; and it shall be sold, and the money received for it 
shall be allocated to the Temple treasury for the purchase of 
communal gift offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 4:25). 


and the provisional guilt offering, must be worth at least two 
sela, or in the terminology of the Torah, two shekels. The mishna 
is referring to one of these types of guilt offerings. According to 
the version of the text found in the Josefta and according to the 
ruling of the Rambam, the animal must be worth two sela at the 
time of its sacrifice but not necessarily at the time of the purchase. 
Therefore, if a person purchased two rams worth one sela each, 
and the price rose to two sela per ram, both may be sacrificed 
as guilt offerings. But according to the standard version of the 
Gemara (27a), it is clear that the ram must be worth two sela at 
the time of purchase, and the mishna is discussing a case where 
the rams were worth two sela each at the time of purchase, but 
the price for one was discounted to one sela. 
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If he purchased two rams for non-sacred use with those two sela 
designated for a guilt offering, he has misused consecrated property. 
Heis therefore liable to bring a guilt offering and to compensate the 
Temple treasury for those two sela and add one-fifth to the sum for 
a total of ten dinars, as there are four dinars in a sela. If one of the 
rams is now worth two sela, and the other one is now worth ten 
dinars, i.e., two and a half sela, the one that is worth two sela shall 
be sacrificed as his guilt offering for misuse of the two sela, and 
the second one shall be sacrificed for his initial misuse," as it is 
worth two sela plus one-fifth. 


In a case where he purchased two rams with those two sela desig- 
nated for a guilt offering, one for a guilt offering and one for non- 
sacred use," if the ram for the guilt offering is now worth two sela, 
it shall be sacrificed for his initial guilt offering. And with regard 

to the second ram that he purchased for non-sacred use, if it is now 
worth two sela, it shall be sacrificed as a guilt offering for his present 

misuse, and he brings with it the sum of one sela and one-fifth to 

the Temple treasury as payment for his misuse. 


G E M ARA What is the term: His misuse, referring to, 

with regard to the halakha that is taught in 
the first clause of the mishna: If he purchased two rams for non- 
sacred use with those two sela designated for a guilt offering, if one 
of the rams is now worth two sela and the other one is worth ten 


dinars, the one that is worth two sela shall be sacrificed as his guilt 
offering and the second one shall be sacrificed for his misuse? 


If we say that the term: His misuse, is referring to the ram that one 
is obligated to bring as a guilt offering for misuse of consecrated 
property, is this to say that the additional one-fifth for misuse of 
consecrated property is brought together with the ram that he 
brings as a guilt offering for that sin? If so, then this would explain 
why if that ram offering is valued as more than two sela, the addi- 
tional value fulfills the obligation of giving an additional one-fifth. 
But isn’t it written: “And he shall make restitution for that which 
he has done amiss with consecrated property, and he shall add 
to it one-fifth” (Leviticus 5:16)? The verse apparently indicates that 
he brings the additional one-fifth together with his repayment for 
that which he stole from consecrated property. 


And furthermore, it is taught in the latter clause of the mishna: In 
a case where he purchased two rams with those two sela designated 
for a guilt offering, one for a guilt offering and one for non-sacred 
use, if the ram for the guilt offering is now worth two sela, it shall 
be sacrificed for his guilt offering. And with regard to the second 
ram that he purchased for non-sacred use, if it is now worth two sela, 
it shall be sacrificed for his misuse, and he brings with it payment 
of one sela and one-fifth to the Temple treasury as payment for 
his misuse. Evidently, he brings the one-fifth together with his 
repayment for that which he stole from consecrated property. 


HALAKHA 


And the second one shall be sacrificed for his initial misuse - 
inbound ‘wim: One who designates two sela to purchase a ram fora 

guilt offering and then purchased two rams for non-sacred use with 

them has thereby misused consecrated property. He therefore is 

liable to bring a guilt offering for his misuse of consecrated property 
and another guilt offering worth two sela plus one-fifth, for a total 

of ten dinars, as repayment of his robbery. If one of the rams is now 

worth two sela, and the other one is worth ten dinars, the one that 
is worth two sela shall be sacrificed as his guilt offering for misuse 

of the two sela, and the second one shall be sacrificed for his initial 

obligation, as it is worth two sela plus one-fifth (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 4:6). 


One for a guilt offering and one for non-sacred use - ur) maid 
Pany ‘IHX: In a case where one designated two sela to purchase 
aram fora ‘guilt offering and purchased two rams with those two 
sela designated for a guilt offering, one for a guilt offering and one 
for non-sacred use, if the ram for the guilt offering is now worth two 
sela, it shall be sacrificed for his initial guilt offering. With regard to 
the second ram that he purchased for non-sacred use, if it is now 
worth two sela, it shall be sacrificed as a guilt offering for his pres- 
ent misuse, and he brings with it the sum of one sela and one-fifth 
allocated for communal gift offerings as payment for his misuse 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 4:6). 
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And the second one for his initial misuse - nwm 
indy: As the Gemara will explain, the mishna 
here is teaching that he sacrifices the ram that is 
worth two sela as his guilt offering for misuse of 
consecrated property. The ram that is worth ten 
dinars serves as repayment for that which he stole 
plus one-fifth, i.e., eight dinars of its value is repay- 
ment for the principal and two dinars are payment 
of the additional one-fifth. The additional one-fifth 
is calculated as one-fifth of the total value including 
he additional one-fifth (see Bava Metzia 54a), i.e., 
one-quarter. Some commentaries maintain that as 
he is offering this ram as a guilt offering, he cannot 
pay the additional one-fifth from the value of the 
ram that is in excess of the two sela minimum, as the 
additional fifth must be treated as the remainder of 
a guilt offering and nota guilt offering itself. Instead, 
he must sell the animal for ten dinars, bring a ram 
hat is worth two sela as a guilt offering, and give 
he additional two dinars to the Temple treasury for 
he purchase of communal gift offerings (Rosh). 
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Rather, when the mishna states: The ram worth ten dinars shall be 

sacrificed for his misuse, it means as repayment for that which he 

derived benefit from consecrated property. And those are the two 

sela thathe initially designated for a guilt offering and with which 
he bought two rams as non-sacred animals. The Gemara explains: 
The reason for this is that the ram worth two sela he sacrifices for 
his ram of the guilt offering for his trespass, and the ram worth ten 
dinars he gives for that which he derived benefit from conse- 
crated property, as he used two sela of consecrated property, which 
are for that which he stole, equal to eight dinars plus an additional 
one-fifth, the extra two dinars. And if so, to what is the term: His 

misuse, referring? It is not referring to the ram brought as a guilt 
offering for his misuse of consecrated property, but rather to the 

repayment for that which he stole from consecrated property. 


The Gemara asks: With reference to what case did you interpret 

the term: His misuse, in the first clause of the mishna? It was 

interpreted as referring to the repayment for that which he stole 

from consecrated property. If so, say the latter clause of the mishna: 

In a case where he purchased two rams with those two sela desig- 
nated for a guilt offering, one for a guilt offering and one for non- 
sacred use, if the ram for the guilt offering is now worth two sela, 
it shall be sacrificed for his initial guilt offering. And with regard 

to the second ram that he purchased for non-sacred use, if it is now 
worth two sela, it shall be sacrificed for his misuse of consecrated 

property, and he brings with it payment of one sela and one-fifth 

to the Temple treasury as payment for his misuse. 


Since the mishna teaches that he gives one sela and one-fifth as 
repayment for that which he stole, evidently the term: His misuse, 
is referring to the ram that he brings as a guilt offering. The Gemara 
questions this inconsistency: The first clause uses the term: His 
misuse, in reference to the repayment for that which he stole, 


whereas the latter clause uses the term: His misuse, in reference 
to the ram he brings as a guilt offering. 


The Gemara answers: In the first clause, where he purchased two 
non-sacred rams with two dinars of consecrated money, the value 
of the bigger ram is equal to the principal plus its one-fifth that 
he is obligated to repay for that which he stole. Therefore, the 
mishna uses the term: His misuse, in reference to repayment for 
that which he stole. In the latter clause, where he purchased one 
non-sacred ram with one dinar of consecrated money, the value of 
the bigger ram is not equal to the principal plus one-fifth. Con- 
sequently, the mishna uses the term: His misuse, in reference to 
the ram he brings as a guilt offering, and he brings together with 
it payment of one sela and its one-fifth. 
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§ Rav Menashya bar Gadda raises a dilemma: What is the hala- 
kha with regard to one who misused consecrated property several 
times until the accumulation of one-fifths" that he owes totals two 
sela: May he bring a guilt offering with that money and thereby 
achieve atonement? 


The Gemara explains the sides of the dilemma. Do we say: If you 
say that a person can achieve atonement with an enhancement 
of consecrated property, e.g. if one initially purchased a ram worth 
one sela and then its market value increased to two sela while the 
animal was in his possession, this is because he exerted himself 
with regard to the animal by caring for it while it was in his posses- 
sion. But here, where he did not exert himself, but the value 
accumulated on its own, he cannot achieve atonement. 


Or perhaps we say the opposite: If you say that a person cannot 
achieve atonement with an enhancement of consecrated property, 
this is because he did not designate the ram as an offering when it 
was worth two sela, and its value appreciated on its own. But here, 
with regard to the accumulation of one-fifths, where he desig- 
nated the total value as consecrated property, it is possible to say 
that he can receive atonement by bringing a guilt offering with 
that money. The Gemara notes that this dilemma itself was raised 
before the Sages: Can one achieve atonement with an enhance- 
ment of consecrated property that occurred while the animal was 
in his possession, or not? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the mishna: 
With regard to one who designates two sela to purchase a ram for 
a guilt offering and he purchased two rams for a guilt offering 
with the two sela, if one of them was now worth two sela, he shall 
sacrifice it for his guilt offering. And the second ram that he pur- 
chased with the money that he designated does not become non- 
sacred. Rather, it shall graze until it becomes blemished; and then 
it shall be sold, and the money received for it shall be allocated 
for communal gift offerings. 


The Gemara explains the proof: What, is it not that the mishna is 

referring to a case where he bought the ram for four dinars, which 

is equal to one sela, and its value appreciated while in his possession 

until it was worth eight dinars, or two sela, and the mishna rules he 

may bring this ram as a guilt offering? And if so, conclude from this 

mishna that a person can achieve atonement with an enhance- 
ment of consecrated property. The Gemara rejects this proof: No; 

what are we dealing with here? It is with a ram that was worth two 

sela at the time of purchase, but the shepherd who sold it reduced 

the price for him. 


NOTES 


With regard to the accumulation of one-fifths — pain D132: 
Rashi explains that this is referring to a case where on four separate 
occasions one misused two sela that were designated for a guilt 
offering. Since the four one-fifths add up to two sela, the dilemma is 
whether one may use that two sela to purchase a ram to bring as his 
guilt offering for misuse of consecrated property. Other commentar- 
ies maintain that Rashi’s explanation is difficult, as the Gemara stated 
previously that the additional one-fifth must be brought as payment 
for that which he stole, not as part of the guilt offering for misuse of 
consecrated property. Therefore, some commentaries contend that 
Rashi is referring to the halakha after the fact: In a case where one 
already paid the principal for that which he stole and the one-fifths 


remain in his possession, if the sum of the one-fifths adds up to two 
sela, the dilemma is whether he may use that money to purchase 
a ram as a guilt offering for his misuse of consecrated property 
(Mishne LaMelekh). Some commentaries are still puzzled by Rashi’s 
explanation, because in such a case one must bring a separate guilt 
offering for each instance that he misused consecrated property. 
They therefore propose an alternative explanation: If on several 
occasions one misused one sela that was designated for a guilt 
offering, until the combined value of the robbery and the one-fifths 
equals two sela, the dilemma is whether he may use the two sela 
to bring the ram that he was obligated to bring as a guilt offering 
from the outset (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Tosafot). 
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NOTES 


It was worth two sela at the time of atonement, 
one has not fulfilled his obligation - 7153 nywa 
KY? x Dy% smw m9»: According to this version of 
the text, which is the version of Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola, the conclusion of the Gemara is that a 
person cannot achieve atonement with an enhance- 
ment of consecrated property. By contrast, Rashi and 
the Rambam read the text here as: One fulfills his 
obligation with that ram. 


246 KARETOT : PEREK VI: 27A: 13497115 


IPR IDD yypa PNS np? yw NA 
ABID ON An pow we - DDW by 
TOT NTT ANY toys XN? wap NIWA 

KAD? 


KT m yoos bx nd yaY xm 
AVIVI ny KIT WwW - DAWA 


YINI NT MYT KDT PTT DTT 1K 
mZ WIT NPI MVEA MIDP 


sean yw) era 


TON NT Yop DIW KDD MINK YT IK 
yor DDYN DYW nen yaw ar) 


MWA BIMA DIN PNT T? KPID MN) 
PMT KA YIRT own DP 3 WTP 
D7197 war) wa DYIP NY 7B nx 

IPI NII 83M OY 1297 


YB AT HY NI YODT DDUON IPN 
Kev myn - voor pabyn appt 
en DYD inv ning DY aN? 


TOPI NVPI YOY NA PADD ND 
-D37 nw npr map YVI yp Ter 
tex x5 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a baraita (Tosefta 

4:9): With regard to one who purchased a ram for one sela and he 

fattened the ram and thereby established its value at two sela, it is 

valid for sacrifice as a guilt offering. Conclude from this baraita that 
a person can achieve atonement with an enhancement of conse- 
crated property. The Gemara rejects this proof: No; the case of one 

who fattened an animal is different, as he lost eight dinars, which 

is two sela, in expenses for the animal, including the price he paid. 
But he cannot achieve atonement if the animal’s value appreciated 

on its own while in his possession. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear a proof from the 
continuation of the same baraita: If one purchased a ram for one 
sela and now it has appreciated to the value of two sela, it is valid 
for sacrifice as a guilt offering. The Gemara explains: Here too, it is 
referring to a case where one fattened the ram. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, this is the same case as in the 
first clause of that baraita and is therefore unnecessary. The Gemara 
answers: The first clause is dealing with one who purchased a ram 
for four dinars and he increased its value by spending another four 
dinars to fatten the animal, which means that he lost eight dinars, 
which equal two sela, in total expenses on the ram. The latter clause 
is discussing a case of one who purchased a ram for four dinars and 
he increased its value by spending another three dinars to fatten it, 
and then the ram appreciated one more dinar on its own, and is now 
worth eight dinars. 


The Gemara objects: If so, say the latter clause of that baraita: And 
in addition he shall pay one sela to the Temple treasury. Why is this 
the halakha? Didn't he lose seven dinars in total expenses on the 
ram, four dinars for its purchase and three for fattening it, and there- 
fore the ram added only one dinar of value on its own? The Gemara 
answers: What is the meaning of the statement: He shall pay? The 
baraita is teaching that he must complete the payment of the sela, 
i.e, by giving one additional dinar. 


The Gemara asks: But if one maintains that a person cannot 
achieve atonement with an enhancement of consecrated property, 
what is the significance of the fact that he gives one dinar that is the 
completion of the payment of the sela? We require him to bring a 
ram that cost him two sela, and there is no such animal here. The 
Gemara answers: Actually, the tanna of this baraita in the Tosefta 
holds that a person can achieve atonement with an enhancement 
of consecrated property. 


The Gemara objects: If so, he should not give the one dinar that is 
the completion of the payment of one sela, as the ram is now worth 
two sela. The Gemara explains: This is the reason that he must give 
the one dinar that is the completion of the payment of one sela: It 
is a rabbinic decree, lest people say that a ram worth less than two 
sela atones as a guilt offering. 


The Gemara asks: What halakhic conclusion was reached about 
the question of whether a person can achieve atonement with 
an enhancement of consecrated property? The Gemara suggests: 
Come and hear a proof from a baraita: With regard to a ram that 
was worth one sela at the time that it was designated" as a guilt 
offering, and then its value appreciated until it was worth two sela 
at the time of atonement, one who sacrificed it has not fulfilled 
his obligation" with that ram. This demonstrates that one cannot 
achieve atonement with an enhancement of consecrated property. 


A ram that was worth one sela at the time that it was desig- 
nated - yoo mg) Mw INT Nywa: One fulfills his obligation for a guilt 
offering with a ram that was worth one sela at the time that it was 
designated as a guilt offering and then its value appreciated to 


HALAKHA 


achieve atonement with an enhancement of consecrated property, 
in accordance with the baraita according to Rashi's version of the 
text, and the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:24). 
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Rabbi Elazar,” who was apparently unaware of the previously cited 
baraita, raised the same dilemma: Can a person achieve atonement 
with an enhancement of consecrated property that occurred while 
the animal was in his possession, or not? Rabbi Yohanan’ said, in 
puzzlement: How many years has this Rabbi Elazar grown among 
us and learned Torah from me, and yet he did not hear this halakha 
from me. 


The Gemara asks: Should one conclude by inference from this state- 
ment that Rabbi Yohanan said the halakha with regard to this mat- 
ter? The Gemara answers: Yes, and he said that halakha with regard 
to this ruling, as we learned in a mishna (Menahot 79b): In the case 
of the offspring of an animal designated as a thanks offering or an 
animal that is its substitute,” and likewise if one designated an 
animal as his thanks offering and it was lost and he designated 
another in its stead, and the first animal was then found, in all three 
cases, the second animal, i.e., the offspring, the substitute, or the 
replacement, is sacrificed, but it does not require the bringing of 
loaves with it. 


And with regard to the offspring ofa thanks offering, Rabbi Hanina 
sent a letter from Eretz Yisrael to the Sages in Babylonia containing 
the following statement in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: That mishna 
taught that the offspring does not require loaves only in a case 
where they were sacrificed after the owner achieved atonement by 
sacrificing the mother and sprinkling its blood, since he has thereby 
fulfilled his obligation, as the offspring does not require the bringing 
of loaves. 


But if one sacrificed the offspring before he achieved atonement 
through sacrifice of the mother, then the offspring requires the bring- 
ing of loaves, as it is the fulfillment of his obligation to bring a thanks 
offering. Evidently, Rabbi Yohanan holds that a person can achieve 
atonement with an enhancement of consecrated property, as this 
offspring of a consecrated animal is considered its enhancement. 


§ Rabbi Elazar raises a dilemma: If consecrated living animals were 
rendered unfit to be sacrificed, are they permanently disqualified or 
not? Rabbi Yohanan said, in puzzlement: How many years has this 
Rabbi Elazar grown among us and learned Torah from me, and yet 
he did not hear this halakha from me. 


The Gemara asks: Should one conclude by inference from this state- 
ment that Rabbi Yohanan said the halakha with regard to this mat- 
ter? The Gemara answers: Yes, as Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard 
to an animal that belongs to two partners," if one of them conse- 
crated the half of it that belonged to him, and then acquired its other 
half from his partner and consecrated it, it is consecrated but it may 
not be sacrificed. And it renders a non-sacred animal for which it is 
exchanged consecrated as a substitute, and its substitution is like it, 
i.e. it too is consecrated but it may not be sacrificed. 


The offspring of a thanks offering and its substitute, etc. — 
ADADAN TITIN sb With regard to the offspring of an anima 


HALAKHA 


With regard to an animal that belongs to two partners - maga 
pom nw bw: With regard to an animal that belongs to two 


designated as a thanks offering and an animal that is its substi- 
tute, or an animal designated as a thanks offering that was los 
and another was designated in its stead, if the second anima 
is sacrificed after the owner has already achieved atonemen 
with the first animal, it does not require loaves to be brough 
with it. If the owner has not yet achieved atonement and both 
animals are brought, they both require that loaves be brough 
with them. This is the halakha in a case where one vowed to 
bring a thanks offering. But with regard to a voluntary thanks 
offering, the substitute and replacement offerings require loaves 
to be brought with them, but the offspring does not require that 
loaves be brought with it, whether it is sacrificed before or after 
atonement has been achieved (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:8 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 4:1). 


partners, if one of them consecrated the half of it that belonged 

to him, and he then acquires the other half from his partner and 

consecrates it, it is consecrated and sacrificed, because a disquali- 
fication at the outset is not considered a permanent disqualifica- 
tion, and consecrated living animals cannot be permanently 
disqualified. Therefore, it is sacrificed, and it renders a non-sacred 

animal for which it is exchanged consecrated as a substitute, 
and its substitution is like it. This ruling is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rav (Yoma 64a), who disagrees with Rabbi Yohanan 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 15:4). 


rom the publisher 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Elazar - n19 ja awhy 10: Rabbi Elazar ben Pedat, 
who was likely a priest, was a third-generation amora 
in Eretz Yisrael. He was born in Babylonia and studied 
there under the tutelage of Rav and Shmuel. Later he 
immigrated to Eretz Yisrael and became the preeminent 
disciple of Rabbi Yohanan. As the Gemara here relates, he 
studied with Rabbi Yohanan for many years. He became 
so close to Rabbi Yohanan that he often did not feel the 
need to cite him when he quoted one of his statements, 
taking it for granted that his opinions reflected those of his 
teacher. Indeed, there are discussions in the Gemara with 
regard to a number of statements that dispute whether 
Rabbi Elazar or Rabbi Yohanan was the author. Rabbi Elazar 
was known as a great man, and after the death of Rabbi 
Yohanan he assumed the leadership of the yeshiva in 
Tiberias, becoming the greatest halakhic authority in Eretz 
Yisrael. According to Rav Sherira Gaon, Rabbi Elazar passed 
away very shortly after Rabbi Yohanan died. Very little is 
known about the details of Rabbi Elazar's life. It is known 
that he was exceedingly poor, to the point of starvation, 
but refused to accept assistance. It is also known that at 
least one of his children died, and that one of his surviv- 
ing children was Rabbi Pedat, named for Rabbi Elazar's 
father. 


Rabbi Yohanan — mi’ +3): Rabbi Yohanan bar Nappaha, 
who is usually referred to in the Gemara as Rabbi Yohanan, 
was one of the greatest amora‘im, whose statements 
are fundamental components of both the Babylonian 
Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud. He resided in Tibe- 
rias and lived to an advanced age. Rabbi Yohanan was 
orphaned at a young age, and although his family appar- 
ently owned considerable property, he spent virtually 
all of his resources in his devotion to the study of Torah, 
and he eventually became impoverished. In his youth, 
he had the privilege of studying under Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, the redactor of the Mishna, but most of his Tora 
study was accomplished under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
students: Hizkiyya ben Hiyya, Rabbi Oshaya, Rabbi Hanina, 
and Rabbi Yannai, who lavished praise upon him. In time, 
he became the head of the yeshiva in Tiberias, at which 
point his fame and influence increased greatly. For many 
years, Rabbi Yohanan was the leading rabbinic scholar in 
he entire Jewish world, not only in Eretz Yisrael but in 
Babylonia as well, where he was respected by the Baby- 
onian Sages. Many of them emigrated to Eretz Yisrael to 
become his students. 


NOTES 


With regard to an animal that belongs to two partners, 
etc. = 131 pam rw bw maga: This ruling applies only if 
the animal is owned jointly by partners. But if the sole 
owner of an animal consecrates half of the animal, the 
sanctity spreads to the entire animal and it is fit to be 
sacrificed. Likewise, Rabbi Yohanan does not discuss a 
case where one partner consecrated half of the animal 
and then the other partner consecrated the other half of 
the animal, as partners who jointly own an animal cannot 
render a non-sacred animal consecrated as a substitute 
(see Shita Mekubbetzet and Temura 2b). 
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NOTES 


Sanctity in value disqualifies. . there is disqualifica- 
tion with regard to monetary value — 027 Nw11) 
0272 m W2... ya: The explanation given here is 
in accordance with the interpretation of the Ram- 
ban on Kiddushin 7b. Alternatively, Rashi understands 
that these two principles are stating the same hala- 
kha. Therefore, Rashi reads the text as follows: And 
conclude from it that disqualification at the outset, 
when the animal is first consecrated, is considered a 
permanent disqualification, i.e., one does not say that 
disqualification applies only to an animal that could 
have been sacrificed as an offering at one time and 
was later rejected. And conclude from it that there 
is disqualification with regard to monetary value. 
Tosafot question Rashi’s reading; It is unnecessary to 
teach the halakha that a disqualification at the outset 
is considered permanent, because any disqualifica- 
tion with regard to monetary value is also a disquali- 
fication at the outset. Therefore, Josafot understand 
the principle of a disqualification with regard to 
monetary value differently: That halakha is teaching 
that if an animal is disqualified from being sacrificed, 
so too its monetary value is disqualified. But other 
early commentaries defend Rashi’s understanding 
and explain how a disqualification at the outset and 
a disqualification with regard to monetary value are 
indeed independent principles (see Ramban, Rashi, 
Tosafot, and Ritva on Kiddushin 7b). 


Let there be a fixed value for a guilt offering 
brought by an impure nazirite - ab nay Vt DUK 
Maxp: A nazirite’s guilt offering does no have a fixed 
value because it is brought from a lamb, and the Torah 
fixed the value only of a ram brought as an offering. 
The Gemara is stating that its value should be fixed, as 
it does not permit him to eat sacrificial food, rather, it 
is the sprinkling of the ashes on the third and seventh 
days that permits him to eat sacrificial food. In addi- 
tion, the Gemara is noting that the guilt offering does 
not atone for him; rather, it is his sin offering which 
atones for him, and his guilt offering therefore comes 
for naught. The later commentaries point out that his 
guilt offering comes for naught only according to the 
opinion of the Sages who say that if he brought his 
sin offering and did not yet bring his guilt offering, 
he begins to count his term of naziriteship in ritual 
purity. But according to the one who holds that his 
guilt offering is also necessary to allow him to begin 
to count his term of naziriteship in ritual purity, that 
offering is not in vain (see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola and Nazir 18b). 
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One can conclude from this ruling of Rabbi Yohanan three hala- 
khot. Conclude from it that consecrated living animals can be 
permanently disqualified. When he consecrated only half of the 
animal it was not fit for sacrifice, and this meant that the animal was 
permanently disqualified even after it became fully consecrated. 
And conclude from it that sanctity that inheres in an animal’s value 
disqualifies another animal, i.e., the substitute. The sanctity is con- 
sidered inherent in its value because only half of the animal was 
initially consecrated. And conclude from it that there is disquali- 
fication with regard to monetary value," i.e., even an animal that is 
consecrated only for its monetary value can be disqualified from 
sacrifice. 


§ Rabbi Elazar raises a dilemma: If the price of lambs depreciated 
in the world and one cannot find a ram valued at two sela, what is 
the halakha? The Gemara explains the sides of the dilemma: Do we 
say that we require an offering that fulfills the condition: “Your 
choice vows” (Deuteronomy 12:11), and that requirement is ful- 
filled, as he is bringing the best animal available? Or perhaps we 
require a guilt offering to be purchased in accordance with the 
verse: “Silver by shekels” (Leviticus 5:15), i.e., two sela, and that 
requirement is not fulfilled. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: How many years have we grown in the study 
hall and we have not heard this halakha. The Gemara asks: And 
has this halakha not been heard? But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan say 
that Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says: For what reason did the Torah 
not provide a fixed value for offerings brought by those lacking 
atonement, who must bring an offering of purification for them to 
be permitted to eat consecrated meat, e.g., a zav and a leper? It is 
because the price of lambs might depreciate below the Torah’s 
fixed value and they would have no remedy to eat sacrificial food. 
This statement indicates that one may not bring a ram that is worth 
less than two sela for a guilt offering, as the Torah fixed its value. The 
Gemara answers: Say that Rabbi Yohanan said: How many years 
have we not taught this halakha in the study hall. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But didn’t Rabbi Zeira bar Adda 
review his studies before Rabbi Yohanan every thirty days, which 
indicates that the statements of Rabbi Yohanan were repeatedly 
studied? The Gemara answers: Say that Rabbi Yohanan said that 
this halakha was not asked from us in the study hall. 


The Gemara discusses the matter itself: Rabbi Yohanan says in the 
name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: For what reason did the Torah 
not provide a fixed value for offerings brought by those lacking 
atonement? It is because the price of lambs might depreciate 
below the Torah’s fixed value and they would have no remedy to 
eat sacrificial food. 


Abaye objects to this statement: If that is so, let a fixed value be 
provided for a sin offering brought for eating prohibited fat, i.e., a 
regular sin offering, as it is brought for atonement and it is not 
brought to permit consumption of sacrificial food. Similarly, Rava 
objects to this statement: If that is so, let there be a fixed value in 
the Torah for a guilt offering brought by an impure nazirite," as it 
comes for naught, i.e., it does not come to permit consumption of 
sacrificial food, which is achieved by his purification rite of the 
sprinkling from the ashes of the red heifer upon him on the third 
and seventh days. As Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai: Nothing comes for naught other than the 
guilt offering of a nazirite alone. The Gemara notes that this matter 
is indeed difficult. 


HALAKHA 


The price of lambs might depreciate - oxy iy xa: If the fixed value, one who is obligated to bring a ram worth two sela as 


price of rams depreciates such that none can be found that are 
worth two sela, there is no remedy. Rather, since the Torah set a 


an offering must wait until the price goes up (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:23). 
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MI S H N A In the case of one who designates a sin offer- 


ing for his performance of an unwitting sin 
and dies," his son shall not bring it in his stead, neither on behalf 
of his father nor for his own unwitting sin, even if it was the same 
transgression. Likewise, one may not bring a sin offering by reas- 
signing it from the sin for which it is designated to atone and sacri- 
ficing it for atonement of another sin." Even if he designated a sin 
offering as atonement for forbidden fat that he unwittingly ate 
yesterday, he may not bring it as atonement for forbidden fat that 
he unwittingly ate today, as it is stated: “And he shall bring his sin 
offering, an unblemished female goat, for his sin that he has sinned” 
(Leviticus 4:28), indicating that he does not satisfy his obligation 
until his offering is brought for the sake of the sin for which he 


designated it. 
G E M A The Gemara asks: From where is this mat- 
ter, i.e., that a son may not bring his father’s 
sin offering, derived? The Gemara answers that it is derived as the 
Sages taught in a baraita: The Torah states with regard to a sin 
offering: “And he shall bring for his offering” (Leviticus 4:23). This 
indicates that one fulfills his obligation with his own offering, 
but he does not fulfill his obligation with his father’s offering, if 
his father was obligated to bring a sin offering and died after he 
designated an animal for this purpose. 


One might have thought that one does not fulfill his obligation 

with his father’s offering by means of an animal that his father 

designated, only in a case where the son's transgression is not equal 

in severity to his father’s sin, e.g., from a lenient transgression com- 
mitted by the father for a severe sin" of the son, or from a severe 

transgression of the father for a lenient one of the son. But perhaps 

he does fulfill his obligation with the offering that his father des- 
ignated, from a lenient sin for a lenient sin of the son, or from a 

severe transgression committed by the father for a severe one of 
the son. Therefore, the verse states a second time: “His offering” 
(Leviticus 4:28), to emphasize that he fulfills his obligation with 

his own offering, but he does not fulfill his obligation with his 

father’s offering, even for similar transgressions. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that one does 
not fulfill his obligation with his father’s offering by means of an 
animal that the father designated, even from a lenient sin for a 
lenient one, or from a severe transgression for a severe one, as 
stated above, as a person cannot shave, i.e., bring the offerings 
sacrificed, at the end of his term of naziriteship with an animal 
that his father designated." If the father died, the son cannot bring 
an animal that the father designated as an offering for the conclusion 
of his naziriteship. 


NOTES 


From a lenient transgression for a severe sin - by abpa m 
mpana: Some commentaries explain that a lenient transgres- 
sion is a prohibition for which one is liable to receive lashes if he 
was warned and transgressed willingly, e.g., the consumption 
of forbidden fat, and a severe sin is a prohibition for which one 
is liable to receive court-imposed capital punishment if he was 
warned and transgressed willingly, e.g., desecration of Shabbat 
(Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Others maintain that a 
lenient transgression is a prohibition for which one must bring a 
sliding-scale offering, e.g., one who enters the Temple in a state 
of ritual impurity, whereas a severe sin is a standard prohibition, 
for which one must bring a fixed sin offering of a female lamb 
or goat (see Commentary on Nazir 27b). 


As a person cannot shave at the end of his term of nazirite- 
ship with an animal that his father designated - rian prow 
vax ONDA mana by insta: When a nazirite finishes his term of 
naziriteship, he must bring a burnt offering, a sin offering, and 
a ram for a peace offering, and he must also shave his hair (see 
Numbers 6:13-18). A nazirite cannot bring his father’s offering, 
as there is no inheritance with regard to consecrated property, 
and therefore the animal does not belong to him. By contrast, 
it is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that a son may 
fulfill his obligation with money that the father designated for 
his naziriteship, provided the money was not allocated for a 
specific nazirite offering (see Nazir 30a). 


HALAKHA 


One who designates a sin offering for his performance of 
an unwitting sin and dies - nai inxwen wan: If one des- 
ignates a sin offering for his performance of an unwitting sin 
and dies, and his son was obligated to bring a sin offering 
for a similar sin, the son may not achieve atonement for 
himself by bringing the offering of his father (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:3). 


One may not bring a sin offering from the sin for which 
it is designated for another sin - xon by Noma aK) x»: 
One who designated a sin offering for having eaten forbid- 
den fat may not bring that offering for a different sin, such 
as desecration of Shabbat or consumption of blood. If he did 
sacrifice the sin offering for a different sin, it is invalid. One 
who designated a sin offering for having eaten forbidden 
fat yesterday may not bring that sin offering for forbidden 
fat that he ate today, but in such a case, one who did bring 
it achieves atonement (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 3:3). 
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But one might think that a son can fulfill his obligation with money 
that his father designated for his offering, even from a lenient 
sin for a severe one, or from a severe transgression for a lenient 
one, as a person can shave i.e., bring the offerings sacrificed, at the 
end of his term of naziriteship with the money his father desig- 
nated for naziriteship when the money is unallocated" but not 
when it is allocated for a specific nazirite offering. Therefore, the 
verse states again: “His offering” (Leviticus 4:32), indicating that 
he fulfills his obligation with his own offering, but he does not 
fulfill his obligation even with money that was designated for his 
father’s offering. 


The baraita further states: One might have thought that one does 

not fulfill his obligation even with the money that his father des- 
ignated, even when father and son committed transgressions of the 

same severity, i.e., from a lenient sin for a lenient one or from a 

severe transgression for a severe one; but one may fulfill his obliga- 
tion with the offering that he designated for himself, even from a 

severe transgression for a lenient one, or from a lenient one for a 

severe one. Therefore, the verse states: “His offering for his sin” 
(Leviticus 4:28), indicating that he does not fulfill his obligation 

until his offering is sacrificed for the sake of the specific sin for 

which it was designated. 


Furthermore, one might have thought that one has not fulfilled 
his obligation to bring an offering for himself with an animal that 
he designated for himself, even with an animal designated for a 
lenient sin that is then used for a different lenient sin or from a 
severe one for a different severe one. This is because if he desig- 
nated an animal as a sin offering for unintentionally eating forbid- 
den fat and he brought that sin offering for unintentionally consum- 
ing blood, or if he designated a sin offering for consuming blood 
and brought it for the transgression of consuming forbidden fat, it 
is invalid, as in this case he is not considered to have misused con- 
secrated property and this animal does not atone for him." This 
statement will be explained below. 


The baraita continues: But it might have been thought that one 
fulfills his obligation with money that he designated for himself, 
with money designated for a lenient sin for a different lenient sin, 
or with money designated for a severe sin for another severe sin, or 
from a severe one for a lenient one, or from a lenient one for a 
severe one. 


The reason is that if he designated money for himself for purchas- 
ing a sin offering for unintentionally eating forbidden fat and he 
instead brought a sin offering with that money for consuming 
blood; or if he designated money for purchasing a sin offering for 
the transgression of consuming blood and brought the sin offering 
for the transgression of consuming forbidden fat, in that case he 
has misused Temple property, and the money atones for him. 
Therefore, the verse states: “His offering for his sin,” which indi- 
cates that he does not fulfill his obligation until his offering, and 
even the money designated for an offering, is designated for the 
sake of his particular sin. 


HALAKHA 


With the money his father designated when the money is unal- As he is not considered to have misused consecrated property 


located - anp W paa vax wgw niyi by: If one’s father was 
a nazirite who had designated unallocated money for his offerings 
before he died, the son may use that money for his own offerings if 
he said after his father’s death: | am hereby a nazirite on the condition 
that | can bring my offerings from the money set aside by my father. 
In a case where both a man and his father were nazirites, and the 
father designated unallocated money before he died, the son may 
use the money if he stated after his father’s death that he will bring 
the offerings sacrificed at the end of his term of naziriteship using 
his father’s money. If he did not declare this intention, the money is 
used for gift offerings (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:15). 


33917% PID 


and this animal does not atone for him - 393 x ‘yn x aw: 
If one designated a sin offering for consumption of forbidden fat and 
brought the offering for consumption of blood, the offering does not 
atone, and therefore there is no misuse of consecrated property. If 
one designated money for a sin offering for consumption of forbid- 
den fat and unwittingly used the money to purchase a sin offering for 
consumption of blood, the offering atones, and therefore he is liable 
for having misused consecrated property. If he intentionally used 
the money to purchase a sin offering for consumption of blood, the 
offering does not atone, and he is not liable for misuse of consecrated 
property (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 4:5). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase in the baraita: 
He is not considered to have misused consecrated property and 
this animal does not atone for him? Rav Shmuel bar Shimi inter- 
preted this before Rav Pappa: This is what the baraita is saying: 
Since one cannot misuse this animal, i.e., an animal consecrated for 
sacrifice upon the altar cannot be desacralized, so too, one cannot 
achieve atonement for another sin with that animal." Since it is so, 
it is clear that one is unable to convert the animal for use as an 
offering for a different sin. 


But with regard to money, since if one unwittingly converted the 
money for a different use he has misused consecrated property, the 
money is consequently desacralized, and he is liable to bring an 
offering for misuse of consecrated property, therefore one might 
say that from the outset too, he may use the money to bring an 
offering for a different sin. Consequently, the baraita teaches us that 
one may not do so. 


MI S H N A One may bring a female goat from money 


consecrated for a sin offering of a female 
lamb," and a female lamb from money consecrated for a sin offer- 
ing of a female goat. And likewise, one may bring doves and 
pigeons from money consecrated for a sin offering of a female 
lamb and a female goat; and one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour 
from money consecrated for a sin offering of doves and pigeons. 


How so? If one unwittingly performed a sin for which he is liable 
to bringa sliding-scale sin offering, which varies based on economic 
status (see Leviticus 5:1-13; see also 9a), and he designated money 
to purchase a female lamb or for a female goat and then became 
poorer," he may bring a bird," and the remaining money is non- 
sacred. If he became yet poorer, he may bring one-tenth of an 
ephah of fine flour. Likewise, if he designated money to purchase 
one-tenth ofan ephah of fine flour and became wealthier, he shall 
bring a bird. If he became yet wealthier, he shall bring a female 


lamb or a female goat. 
G E M A The Gemara asks: From where are these 
matters that are mentioned in the mishna 
derived? The Gemara answers that they are derived from a verse, as 
the Sages taught in a baraita that discusses the sliding-scale offering: 
It is written with regard to one who brings a lamb for his obligation: 
“And the priest shall make atonement for him from his sin” (Leviti- 
cus 5:6); and it is written with regard to one who brings a bird: “And 
the priest shall make atonement for him from his sin” (Leviticus 
5:10); and it is written with regard to one who brings one-tenth of 
an ephah of fine flour: “Over his sin” (Leviticus 5:13). What is the 
meaning of these phrases that the verse states? 


The baraita explains: From where is it derived that you say that one 
may bring a female goat from money consecrated for a sin offering 
of a female lamb, and a female lamb from money consecrated 
for a sin offering of a female goat? And likewise, from where is it 
derived that one may bring doves and pigeons from money con- 
secrated for a sin offering ofa female lamb and a female goat, and 
one-tenth ofan ephah of fine flour from money consecrated for a 
sin offering of doves and pigeons? 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


So too one cannot achieve atonement for another 
sin with that animal - 1937 xb 99) 19D: One's 
actions cannot render a sacrificial animal non-sacred, 
as the animal is inherently sacred, i.e., its body is 
consecrated. Therefore, it is logical to argue that a 
sacrificial offering cannot be used to achieve atone- 
ment for a different sin, as its sanctity cannot be 
converted. Conversely, one can render consecrated 
money non-sacred, and therefore one might think 
that one can convert consecrated money for a dif- 
ferent use (Rashi). 


Became poorer, he may bring a bird — x2» avi 
qiy: Some commentaries explain that he desig- 
nated enough money to purchase a lamb and then 
became poorer. In such a case, he may use part of 
the designated money to purchase a bird, and the 
remainder of the money is rendered non-sacred 
(Rashi; Rambam). Others maintain that this is refer- 
ring to a case where one set aside part of the money 
required to purchase a lamb but became poorer and 
was unable to afford the entire lamb. According to 
this opinion, only in such a situation may he use the 
money that he set aside for the lamb to purchase 
a bird, but money that was already designated for 
an offering cannot later be rendered non-sacred 
(Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


One may bring a female goat from money consecrated for a sin 
offering of a female lamb — Tyyw nawa wIpAN praia: If one is 
obligated to bring a sin offering and designated money for a female 
lamb, and then he needs that money, he may transfer the sanctity 


of that money onto a female goat and then benefit from the money. 


Likewise, if he initially designated money for a female goat and 
then purchased a female lamb and transferred the sanctity of the 
money onto the female lamb, he may then benefit from that money 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 10:9). 


Ifa person designated money to purchase a female lamb...and 
then became poorer, etc. - ^3) aya..maws> wpm: Ifa person 
designated money to purchase a female lamb or goat and then 
became poorer, he may bring a bird, and the remaining money 
is non-sacred. If he became yet poorer, he may bring one-tenth 
of an ephah of fine flour, and the remaining money is non-sacred. 
Likewise, if he designated money to purchase one-tenth of an 
ephah of fine flour and became wealthier, he shall add money 
and bring a bird. If he became yet wealthier, he shall add money 
and bring a female lamb or a female goat (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 10:10). 
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HALAKHA 


If one designated a female lamb or goat and it devel- 
oped a blemish — aNADN Ty ix TIW WDN: If a 
wealthy person designated a female lamb or goat that 
then developed a blemish and he then became poorer, 
if he wishes he may sell the animal and use the money 
to purchase a bird. But if he designated a bird that 
then developed a blemish, he may not sell the bird to 
purchase one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour, because 
there is no possibility of redemption with regard to 
birds (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 10:11). 
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How so? If a person designated money to purchase a female lamb 

or to purchase a female goat and then became poorer, he shall 

bring a bird, and the remaining money is non-sacred. Ifhe became 

yet poorer, he shall bring one-tenth ofan ephah of fine flour. Like- 
wise, if he designated money to purchase one-tenth ofan ephah of 
fine flour and became wealthier, he shall bring a bird. Ifhe became 

yet wealthier, he shall bring a female lamb or a female goat. 


If one designated a female lamb or goat as an offering and it devel- 
oped a blemish," he must redeem the animal and bring another 
offering with the money. If he became poorer, he may bring a bird 
with its money. But if one designated a bird as an offering and it 
developed a blemish, he may not bring one-tenth of an ephah of 
fine flour with its money, as there is no possibility of redemption 
for birds." 


The baraita provides the source for this entire halakha: Therefore, 
with regard to an offering of a female goat or lamb and a bird offering 
it is stated: “From his sin,” which indicates that one fulfills his 
obligation with even part of the money that was designated for his 
offering. By contrast, with regard to an offering of one-tenth of an 
ephah of fine flour it is written: “Over his sin,” indicating that if one 
becomes wealthier he must add to the value of his offering. 


And it was necessary for the Torah to write: “From his sin,” with 
regard to a female lamb or a female goat, and it was necessary to 
write the same phrase with regard to a bird. The Gemara explains: 
As, if the verse had written this phrase only with regard to a con- 
secrated female lamb or a female goat, I would say that if one 
designated money to purchase a female lamb, then when he 
became poorer he may redeem that money on a bird and bring a 
bird offering, as a female lamb and a bird are both types of blood 
offerings. 


But with regard to one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour, which is not 
a type of blood offering but a meal offering, if the verse had not 
written: “From his sin,” with regard to a bird, I would say that if 
one designates money for his nest, i.e., pair of birds, and then 
becomes poorer, he may not bring one-tenth of an ephah of fine 
flour with that money, as it is not a type of blood offering. Rather, 
he brings one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour from his house, i.e., 
with other money, and that money that he designated for his bird 
pair is allocated for communal gift offerings. Therefore, the verse 
repeats and writes: “From his sin,” with regard to a bird, to say 
that one may also bring one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour from 
money consecrated for a sin offering of birds. 


And with regard to the phrase: “Over his sin,” which is written in 
connection to the one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour, this is what 
the verse is saying: When one designates money for an offering of 
one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour, and before he brought the 
money to the Temple to purchase the offering he grew wealthier, 
he must add money to those coins and bring a bird. Ifhe grew even 
wealthier, he must add money to them and bring a female lamb 
or a female goat. 


NOTES 


There is no possibility of redemption for birds — 15 ayd px: 
This principle is also mentioned in a mishna elsewhere (Menahot 
100b), which states: With regard to consecrated birds, wood for the 
altar, frankincense, and service vessels that were consecrated, once 
they became ritually impure, they have no possibility of redemp- 
tion, as redemption of items consecrated to the altar was stated 
only with regard to a consecrated animal that became blemished, 


from the verse: “Then he shall set the animal before the priest” 
(Leviticus 27:11), which indicates that animals that became blem- 
ished can be redeemed, but there is no possibility of redemption 
for other consecrated items, including birds (see Torat Kohanim). 
Consequently, since there is no possibility of redeeming a bird 
offering, he must bring one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour from 
his house. 


not with regard to other consecrated items. This halakha is derived 
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And what is the reason that the phrase: “Over his sin,” is written 
specifically with regard to the one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour? 
The reason is that if the verse had stated: Over his sin, with regard 
to a bird, I would say that it is only when one designates money 
for his nest and then becomes wealthier that one must add money 
and bring a female lamb or a female goat, as they are both types 
of blood offerings. 


But in a case where one designated money to purchase one-tenth 
of an ephah of fine flour and became wealthier, perhaps he may 
not add to the money that he designated earlier. And if he did not 
become much wealthier he now brings a bird, and if he became 
much wealthier he now brings a female lamb or a female goat, 
without using the money he had designated for the one-tenth of the 
ephah of flour. And that money which he initially designated for 
one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour is allocated for communal gift 


offerings. It is for this reason that the verse states: “From his sin,” 


with regard to that sin offering which one brings when rich and 
when poor, i.e., alamb and a bird, and: “Over his sin,” with regard 
to that which he brings when he is exceedingly poor, i.e., one-tenth 
of an ephah of fine flour, so that one should interpret the verses as 
we said, that in either case he adds to the money he had designated 
to bring the more expensive offering. 


Rabbi Elazar says that Rabbi Oshaya says: A wealthy person who 
defiles the Temple, i.e., he enters the Temple while ritually impure, 
is obligated to bring a female lamb or goat as his offering in accor- 
dance with his wealth. Ifhe designated a nest," i.e., a pair of birds, 


instead of a female lamb, and he then became poorer, a bird pair 
is now the appropriate offering for him. Nevertheless, since his 
offering was disqualified at the outset because at that time he was 
obligated to bring a female lamb, it is permanently disqualified. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: One can conclude from 
this ruling three halakhot. Conclude from it that consecrated 
living animals can be permanently disqualified even if the animal 
is unblemished, as is the case with regard to this pair of birds. And 
conclude from it that when there is sanctity that inheres in an ani- 
mal’s value, where the consecrated item will not be sacrificed as an 
offering, it can be disqualified.” When he was wealthy and desig- 
nated the bird pair as his offering, the two birds were consecrated 
only with sanctity that inheres in their value because they were unfit 
for sacrifice, and yet the birds were permanently disqualified. 


And finally, conclude from this that a disqualification at the outset, 
when the animal is initially consecrated, is considered a permanent 
disqualification. Not only is an animal that was initially fit to be 
sacrificed and was later disqualified permanently disqualified, but 
even in a case such as this, where the birds were unfit for sacrifice 
from the beginning, the disqualification is permanent. 


Rav Ukva bar Hama raises an objection from a baraita (Tosefta, 
Temura 2:3): With regard to one who designates a female animal 

for his Paschal offering" before Passover, since the Paschal offer- 
ing must be a male it is left to graze until it becomes blemished, at 
which point it is sold and one brings a Paschal offering with the 

money received from its sale. Similarly, if this animal gave birth to 

a male animal, the offspring is left to graze until it becomes blem- 
ished, at which point it is sold and one brings a Paschal offering 
with the money received from its sale. 


HALAKHA 


A wealthy person who defiles the Temple, if he 
designated a nest - |p WITÉ WHY WII NAVNI: 
If a wealthy person designated a pair of birds for 
sale in order to use the proceeds to purchase a 
female lamb or goat and then became poorer, he 
brings that bird pair as an offering even though it 
had sanctity that inheres in its value. This ruling is 
not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, 
but rather in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
cited on Zevahim 59a (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 10:13). 


NOTES 


Sanctity that inheres in an animal’s value can be 
disqualified — apn oat NWIT: Although the 
Gemara previously stated that there is no possibil- 
ity of redemption for birds, that applies only to an 
offering that was fit for sacrifice. One may redeem 
a consecrated bird that was never fit for sacrifice, as 
in the case of a wealthy person who consecrated 
a bird, which is a poor person’s offering (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


One who designates a female animal for his 
Paschal offering — inpo mapa wan: If one 
designates a female animal for his Paschal offer- 
ing before Passover, the animal is left to graze 
until it becomes blemished, at which point it is 
sold and a Paschal offering is brought with the 
proceeds. If this animal gave birth to a male ani- 
mal, the offspring is left to graze until it becomes 
blemished, at which point it is sold and a Paschal 
offering brought with the proceeds. This ruling is 
in accordance with the mishna in tractate Pesahim 
(97b) and the opinion of the Sages in the Tosefta 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:4 
and Hilkhot Temura 4:7). 
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HALAKHA 
Nests are designated only - Kby DiW PPP px: 
A bird pair is only designated by the owner at the time of 
purchase or by the priest at the time of sacrifice (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:11). 


NOTES 


Nests are designated. . .either by the owner at the time 

of purchase or by the priest at the time of sacrifice — 
> nowya N owa nmpba ON... Miwa PPP: Rashi 

explains that if the owner of the birds did not designate 

them at the time of purchase, then even if the owner des- 
ignated them at a later time, the priest may disregard that 
designation and designate them at the time of sacrifice. 
The Sefat Emet points out that according to the baraita in 

Torat Kohanim, the primary requirement appears to be that 
one must designate the birds at the time of consecration. 
Therefore, since one who purchases them for the purpose 

of consecration has thereby consecrated them at the time 

of purchase, he should designate them at that time, while 

one who consecrates his own birds may establish their 
designation as offerings at that time, even though there 

is no act of purchase. 


The lot renders it a sin offering - nyn wiy Dajan: 
There are two explanations as to how this principle is 
derived from the verse cited. The first is that the verse 
could have stated: Aaron shall bring forward the goat for 
the Lord. The additional phrase “upon which the lot came 
up" indicates that the drawing of the lot renders it a sin 
offering. The second is that the verse did not need to state: 
“And he shall sacrifice it [asahu] for a sin offering,’ as it is 
already known that the animal is designated and sacrificed 
as a sin offering. Rather, since the verb “asahu" can also 
mean: Render it, the subject of the verb asahu should be 
interpreted as referring to the drawing of the lot, and not 
the priest performing the sacrifice, and means: Render it. 
Therefore, the verse is stating: Aaron shall bring forward 
the goat upon which the lot came up for the Lord, and 
the lot shall render it a sin offering. 
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Rabbi Shimon says: It is not necessary to sell the offspring in such 
a case, as the offspring itself is sacrificed as a Paschal offering. 
Conclude from this statement of Rabbi Shimon that consecrated 
living animals are not permanently disqualified, as the mother 
was unfit to be a Paschal offering and yet the offspring, which is 
an extension of the mother’s sanctity, is fit for sacrifice. 


The school of Rabbi Oshaya say: When we say that consecrated 
living animals can be permanently disqualified, this applies 
according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who maintain that the 
offspring is not sacrificed. Nevertheless, it is correct that Rabbi 
Shimon holds that consecrated living animals are not perma- 
nently disqualified, and Rabbi Shimon likewise maintains that 
the drawing of the lots for the two goats on Yom Kippur to decide 
which goat is designated as a sacrifice and which is designated as 
the scapegoat, is not indispensable. 


As it is taught in a baraita: If one of the goats died following their 
designation, one brings another goat instead of it, and it is desig- 
nated without drawing lots. The surviving goat is still used for the 
purpose for which it was designated by the lot; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Shimon. 


Evidently, Rabbi Shimon holds: Consecrated living animals are 
not permanently disqualified. Although the surviving goat was 
disqualified when the other goat died, it is once again fit when a 
new goat is designated as its partner. And Rabbi Shimon also 
holds that the drawing of the lots is not indispensable, as the new 
goat was designated without drawing lots. 


§ Rav Hisda says: Nests, i.e., pairs of birds, are designated, one 
as a burnt offering and one as a sin offering, only" in the following 
manner: Either by the owner at the time of purchase or, if the 
owner did not designate the birds at that stage, by the priest at the 
time of sacrifice." 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: What is the reason of Rav Hisda? As 
it is written with regard to the offering of a woman after childbirth: 

“And she shall purchase two doves or two pigeons, one for a burnt 
offering and the other for a sin offering” (Leviticus 12:8). And with 
regard to the offering of a leper it is written: “And the priest shall 
sacrifice the one for a sin offering, and the other for a burnt offer- 
ing” (Leviticus 15:30). Together, these verses indicate that one bird 
is designated as a burnt offering and the other as a sin offering 
either by the owner at the time of purchase or by the priest at 
the time of sacrifice. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita in the Sifra that 
discusses the drawing of lots for the two goats of Yom Kippur. The 
verse states: “Aaron shall bring forward the goat upon which the 
lot came up for the Lord, and he shall sacrifice it for a sin offer- 
ing” (Leviticus 16:9). This teaches that the drawing of the lot 
renders it a sin offering," but verbally designating the name of 
the goat does not render it a sin offering, and likewise the act of 
the priest, placing the lot on the goat, does not render it a sin 
offering. 


A verse is required to teach this halakha, as one might have come 
to the opposite conclusion: Could this not be derived through an 
a fortiori inference, as follows: And if in a case where the drawing 
of a lot does not sanctify an animal with a specific designation, 
e.g., a woman after childbirth, who cannot determine by lot the 
status of the two birds she must bring, one as a sin offering and 
one as a burnt offering, nevertheless, in such a case a verbal des- 
ignation of the name does sanctify with a specific designation; is 
it not logical in a case where the drawing of a lot sanctifies an 
animal with a specific designation, i.e., the two goats of Yom Kip- 
pur, that verbally designating the name should sanctify it with a 
specific designation? 
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The baraita concludes: Therefore the verse states, with regard to 

one of the two goats of Yom Kippur: “He shall sacrifice it for a sin 

offering,’ to teach that the drawing of the lot renders it a sin offer- 
ing, but verbally designating the name of the goat does not render 

it a sin offering. 


The Gemara explains the objection: The baraita teaches that ver- 
bally designating the name of an offering is similar to drawing a lot. 
If so, one can reason as follows: Just as the drawing of a lot is not 
performed at the time of purchase nor at the time of sacrifice, so 
too verbal designation of the name also does not have to be per- 
formed at the time of purchase nor at the time of sacrifice. This 
contradicts the opinion of Rav Hisda. 


Rav said that this is what the baraita is saying: And if in a place 
where the drawing of a lot, either by the owner at the time of 
purchase or by the priest at the time of sacrifice, does not sanctify 
an animal with a specific designation, and nevertheless a verbal 
designation of the name, either by the owner at the time of pur- 
chase or by the priest at the time of sacrifice, does sanctify it with 
a specific designation; here, with regard to the two goats, where the 
drawing of a lot that does not take place at the time of purchase 
nor at the time of sacrifice sanctifies the animal with a specific 
designation, is it not logical that verbally designating the name, 
either at the time of purchase or at the time of sacrifice, should 
sanctify it with a specific designation? 


Therefore, the verse states: “He shall sacrifice it for a sin offering, 
to teach that drawing the lot renders it a sin offering, but 
verbally designating the name of the goat does not render it a 
sin offering. 


The Gemara raises another objection to the opinion of Rav Hisda 
from a baraita: In the case of a poor person who defiles the Temple, 
i.e., he entered the Temple while ritually impure, who designated 
money for his nest, as he is required to bring one bird as a sin 
offering and another bird as a burnt offering, and he then became 
wealthier, he is now obligated to bring a female lamb or goat as a 
sin offering. 


If he was unaware that he is no longer obligated to bring a pair of 
birds, and he says: This money is for my sin offering and this 
money is for my burnt offering, which is an error, as he is not 
obligated to bring a burnt offering, he adds more money and brings 
his obligation ofa lamb or goat for his sin offering from the money 
designated for his sin offering. But he may not add more money 
and bring his obligation of a sin offering from the money desig- 
nated for his burnt offering, as one may not use money that is 
designated for a burnt offering for the purchase of a sin offering. 


The Gemara explains the objection: But here, the baraita is dealing 
with a case where he said: This money is for my sin offering and that 
money is for my burnt offering, which means that he designated the 
money at a stage that was not the time of purchase nor the time of 
sacrifice; and yet the baraita teaches that the designation is estab- 
lished and therefore he brings his obligation ofa sin offering from 
the money designated for a sin offering but not from the money 
designated for a burnt offering. 


Rav Sheshet said: And can you understand that this baraita is 
properly explained, i.e., the baraita as it stands is difficult, as it 
teaches: He became wealthier and said: This money is for my sin 
offering and this money is for my burnt offering. But this is difficult, 
as doesn’t Rabbi Elazar say that Rabbi Oshaya says: A wealthy 
person who defiles the Temple," i.e., he entered the Temple while 
ritually impure, who brought the offering of a poor person to 
atone for his transgression has not fulfilled his obligation.’ Since 
he cannot fulfill his obligation with that offering, how can his 
designation permanently establish the status of the money? 


HALAKHA 


A wealthy person who defiles the Temple, etc. - 
AD POY wip Kaw: A poor person who brings 
the offering of a wealthy person has fulfilled his 
obligation, but a wealthy person who brings the 
offering of a poor person has not fulfilled his obli- 
gation. There is no distinction with regard to this 
halakha between a leper and any other individual 
obligated to bring a sliding-scale offering (Ram- 
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 10:13, and see 
Mahari Kurkus and Lehem Mishne there). 


NOTES 


A wealthy person...who brought the offering 
of a poor person has not fulfilled his obliga- 
tion — xx» x ay aI? VITH Wy: In contrast to 
the opinion of the Rambam, the Sefer HaHinnukh 
states that with regard to a poor person who 
defiles the Temple and to atone for this brings the 
offering of a wealthy person, he also does not fulfill 
his obligation. He explains the rationale for not 
allowing a poor person to bring a more expensive 
offering: Since God had mercy on the poor person 
a 
o 
o 


nd granted him atonement via a less expensive 
ering, it is not appropriate for him to bring an 
ering that he cannot afford (Sefer HaHinnukh 
mitzva 123; and see Arukh LaNer). 
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HALAKHA 


He already said so at the time when he designated 
the money — inwy nywa wax 133W: Anyone who 
is obligated to bring a bird pair and designates money 
or it may use all the designated money for the sin 
offering or for the burnt offering if he desires. Even if 
he said: This money is designated for my sin offering 
and this money is for my burnt offering, he is allowed 
o combine the money and purchase both birds with it 
or to use all the money for one of the two birds, either 
he sin offering or the burnt offering. This is because a 
bird pair is designated by the owner only at the time 
of purchase or by the priest at the time of sacrifice. 
This ruling is not in accordance with the text of the 


sion of the text of the early commentaries that reads: 
He already purchased the bird and spoke at the time 
when he was poor (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 5:11; Likkutei Halakhot). 


NOTES 
The verse returned to state the law - Xp PITIN NI 


myin: The phrase in the verse “the law of the leper” 


is considered an expansive phrase, i.e., all lepers are 


included in the halakha that a leper may fulfill his obli- 


gation by bringing an offering that is fit for someone 
else. Since one phrase in the verse serves to include and 
the word “this” serves to exclude a certain case with 
regard to this halakha, it is logical to include the case 
of a poor leper who brings a wealthy person's offering, 
as it is preferable to upgrade rather than downgrade in 
matters of sanctity (Rashi). 
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Rather, what have you to say? You must say that the baraita is 
referring to a case where he already said: This money is for my sin 
offering and this money is for my burnt offering, at the time when 
he was poor. So too, it is referring to a case where he already said 
it even earlier, at the time when he designated the money," and 
therefore there is no difficulty for Rav Hisda. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Hagga, who says that 
Rabbi Oshaya says that a wealthy person who brings the offering 
of a poor person has fulfilled his obligation, what can be said? 
According to this opinion, there is no inherent difficulty in the 
baraita that necessitates Rav Sheshet’s interpretation, and therefore 
that baraita apparently contradicts Rav Hisda’s ruling. The Gemara 
answers that one should teach the baraita as follows: And after 
he became wealthier, he purchased animals and said at the time 
of purchase: This is designated as my sin offering and this as my 
burnt offering. 


With regard to the dispute between Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Hagga 
in the case of a wealthy person who brings the offering of a poor 
person, the Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: A poor 
leper who brought the offering of a wealthy person has fulfilled 
his obligation. By contrast, a wealthy leper who brought the offer- 
ing of a poor person has not fulfilled his obligation. This is appar- 
ently a conclusive refutation of the opinion that Rabbi Hagga says 
that Rabbi Oshaya says. 


The Gemara explains that Rabbi Hagga could have said to you: 
The halakha is different with regard to a wealthy leper, as the 
Merciful One excluded the possibility ofa wealthy person bringing 
the offering of a poor person in the verse: “This shall be the law of 
the leper” (Leviticus 14:2). The emphasis of “this” teaches that a 
leper fulfills his obligation only with the appropriate offering. 


The Gemara objects: If so, that this halakha is derived from a verse, 
then even in the case of a poor leper who brings the offering of a 
wealthy person as well, he should not fulfill his obligation. The 
Gemara rejects that suggestion: This is not so, as the verse returned 
to state: “This shall be the law" of the leper,’ which includes a leper 
who brings an inappropriate offering. As it is taught in a baraita that 
the phrase “the law of the leper” serves to include a poor leper who 
brought the offering of a wealthy person, that he has fulfilled 
his obligation. One might have thought that even in the case of a 
wealthy leper who brought the offering of a poor person, he has 
fulfilled his obligation. Therefore, the verse states: “This shall be 
the law.” 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But why not derive a principle from 
that verse that with regard to any sliding-scale offering, a wealthy 
person who brings a poor person's offering has not fulfilled his 
obligation? The Gemara answers: With regard to a leper the verse 
states: “And ifhe is poor and cannot afford” (Leviticus 14:21). The 
emphasis of “he” teaches that it is only with regard to a leper that 
a wealthy person who brought a poor person’s offering has not 
fulfilled his obligation. But in the case of one who defiles the 
Temple, i.e., he entered the Temple while ritually impure, a wealthy 
person who brought a poor person’s offering has fulfilled his 
obligation. 


MI S H N A Rabbi Shimon says: Lambs precede goats 


almost everywhere in the Torah that they 
are both mentioned, as in the verse: “You shall take it from the lambs 
or from the goats” (Exodus 12:5). One might have thought that it is 
due to the fact that sheep are more select than goats. Therefore, 
the verse states: “And he shall bring for his offering a goat” (Leviti- 
cus 4:28), after which it is written: “And if he bring a lamb as his 
offering for a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:32), which teaches that 
both of them are equal. 
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Similarly, doves precede pigeons almost everywhere in the Torah, 
as in the verse: “And he shall bring his guilt offering ... two doves, or 
two pigeons” (Leviticus 5:7). One might have thought that it is due 
to the fact that doves are more select than pigeons. Therefore, the 
verse states: “And a pigeon ora dove for a sin offering” (Leviticus 
12:6), with the usual order reversed, which teaches that both of 
them are equal. 


Likewise, mention of the father precedes that of the mother" 
almost everywhere in the Torah, as in the verse: “Honor your father 
and your mother” (Exodus 20:12). One might have thought that it 
is due to the fact that the honor of the father takes precedence 
over the honor of the mother. Therefore, the verse states: “Every 
man shall fear his mother and his father” (Leviticus 19:3), with the 
order reversed, which teaches that both of them are equal. But the 
Sages said: Honor of the father takes precedence over honor of 
the mother everywhere," due to the fact that both the son and his 
mother are obligated in the honor of his father." 


And likewise with regard to Torah study, if the son was privileged 
to acquire most of his Torah knowledge from studying before the 
teacher," honor of the teacher takes precedence over honor of the 
father, due to the fact that both the son and his father are obligated 
in the honor of his teacher, as everyone is obligated in the honor of 
Torah scholars. 


GE M ARA With regard to the mishna’s discussion of 


lambs and goats, the Sages taught in a 
baraita: The Temple courtyard cried four cries." The first cry was: 
Remove Hofni and Pinehas the sons of Eli the priest from here, as 
they have rendered the Sanctuary in Shiloh impure (see 1 Samuel 
4113-22). 


The second cry was: Open the gates, and let Yohanan ben Nedavai, 
the student of Pinkai, enter and fill his belly with meat of offerings 
consecrated to Heaven, as he is worthy to eat offerings. They said 
about ben Nedavai that he would eat" four se‘a of doves 


NOTES 


Honor of the father takes precedence over honor of the 
mother everywhere — Dipa boa ord atip axa: Although one 
receives equal reward for honoring his father and mother, honor 
of the father takes precedence over that of the mother (Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola). Others explain that the mishna is teach- 
ing that although the child's relationship to each parent is the 
same, there is a distinction between the father and the mother 
due to the wife's obligation to honor her husband (Sefat Emet). 
Yet others infer from the language of the mishna that the father 
and mother are equal by Torah law, and the mishna’s distinction 
between them applies by rabbinic law (Tiferet Yisrael). 


Both the son and his mother are obligated in the honor of his 
father — vax% 71333 pan tare) NT: The later commentaries 
raise the difficulty that a husband must honor his wife as well, as 
the Gemara states: With regard to one who honors his wife more 
than himself, about him the verse states: And you shall know that 
your tent is in peace (Yevamot 62b). The Arukh LaNer explains that 
the wife is obligated to honor the husband, but, even though the 
husband is praised for honoring his wife, he is not obligated to 
do so (see Ketubot 59b). 


The Temple courtyard cried four cries — TYY ANY Ninny yar: 
Some commentaries explain that these cries were from a Divine 
Voice emanating from the Temple courtyard. Others explain 
that the baraita means that it would have been appropriate for 
the courtyard to cry in these four instances (Ben Yehoyada on 
Pesahim 57a). 


As they have rendered the Sanctuary in Shiloh impure - 
bean Dx www: According to the verse, Eli's sons were steal- 
ing from people's offerings and committing inappropriate acts 
with women at the entrance to the Tent of Meeting, which is 
interpreted to mean that they prevented the sacrifice of these 
women's offerings (see | Samuel 2:12 and Shabbat 55b). 


They said about ben Nedavai that he would eat - ja by may 
“ai baix TIW NIN: The Gemara in Pesahim (57a) relates that 
he would consume even greater quantities of food than these. 
Commentaries explain that Yohanan ben Nedavai did not neces- 
sarily consume all of this food himself. Rather, he required such a 
large quantity of food because he would host numerous guests, 
including priests, and feed the poor (see Arukh; and see Rashi 
on Pesahim 57a). 


HALAKHA 


The father precedes the mother - Dyb otip AKT: 
If one’s father said to him: Give me water to drink, and 
his mother said to him: Give me water to drink, he hon- 
ors his father first because both he and his mother are 
obligated in the honor of his father. If his parents are 
divorced then he is equally obligated to honor both 
parents and he may choose to honor first whichever 
parent he wishes. This ruling is in accordance with the 
mishna and with the Gemara on Kiddushin 31a (Rambam 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Mamrim 6:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 240:14). 


If the son was privileged to acquire most of his Torah 
knowledge before the teacher - 3171 nab 127731 ON: 

A person is obligated to honor and fear his teacher, and 
his honor and fear of his teacher must be greater than 
that of his father. The reason is that his father gave him 
life in this world, but his teacher who teaches him wis- 
dom gives him life in the World-to-Come. Likewise, with 
regard to the halakhot of returning a lost item, redeem- 
ing captives, and helping another with his burden, his 
teacher takes precedence over his father. If his father is 
a Torah scholar, even if he is not equal in wisdom to his 
teacher, he redeems his father from captivity first but 
returns the lost item of his teacher first. If his father is 
equal in wisdom to his teacher, he returns the lost item 
of his father first. The Rema says: Only a teacher who 
taught him for free takes precedence over his father, 
but if the father hired and paid a teacher to teach his 
son, then the father takes precedence with regard to all 

halakhot (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 
5:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 242). 
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Perek VI 
Daf28 Amudb 


NOTES 

Elishama ben Pikai the student of Pinehas — pawn 
ppa bw imaynaa: It seems from a comparison 
to other versions of the text that there is a mistake in 
the standard text here, and that the Gemara is referring 
to Yishmael ben Pavi, who was known as one of the 
few worthy High Priests of the Second Temple period. 
The courtyard cried with regard to him because he was 
one of the few High Priests of that period who did not 
purchase his position. Therefore, he is referred to as a 
student of Pinehas, the ancestor of High Priests (see 
Zevahim 101b). Accordingly, the Gemara states: The 
glory of the priesthood ceased when Rabbi Yishmael 
ben Pavi died (Sota 49a). 


As he spoke, he signaled contemptuously with his 
hand — Aya “Mt Wax ya: Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola explains that he gesticulated before the 
king in a manner lacking the appropriate reverence. 


LANGUAGE 


Silk [shira’ei] - Pw: From the Middle Persian word 
shérdi, silk. Some explain that it stems from the Greek 
word onpikds, sérikos, also meaning silk. 


Retribution [matrapsei] - mpS WIA: From the Middle 
lranian patifras, meaning retribution or punishment. 
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for dessert. They said: Throughout all the days of Yohanan ben 
Nedavai there was never sacrificial meat left over in the Temple 
courtyard, as he would ensure that it was eaten. 


The third cry was: Lift your heads, O gates, and let Elishama ben 
Pikai,” the student of Pinehas," son of Elazar, son of Aaron the 
priest, enter and serve as High Priest, as he is worthy. 


The fourth cry was: Open the gates and expel Yissakhar from the 

village of Barkai, as he honors himself and desecrates items con- 
secrated to Heaven. What would he do to deserve such a reputa- 
tion? He would wrap silk [shira’ei]' over his hands and perform 

the Temple service, as he was unwilling to dirty his hands. 


The Gemara asks: What ultimately happened to Yissakhar from the 
village of Barkai? Yannai the king, and the queen’ were sitting and 
discussing food. The king said that goat meat is better food than 
lamb meat, and the queen said lamb meat is the better food. They 
said: Let us ask Yissakhar from the village of Barkai, as he is the 
High Priest and is very familiar with various dishes. 


They asked him, and he said to them: If goat meat were better, it 
would be sacrificed as the daily offering. The fact that the daily 
offering is lamb proves that its meat is preferable to that of goat. As 
he spoke, he signaled contemptuously with his hand." The king 
said to his attendants: Since he signaled contemptuously with his 
hand, sever his right hand. Yissakhar gave a bribe, and the official 
severed his left hand instead. The king heard that Yissakhar had 
deceived him, and said: Let the official sever his right hand as well. 
Rav Yosef said: Blessed is the Merciful One, who took retribution 
[lematrapsei]' on Yissakhar of the village of Barkai. His punish- 
ment fit his crime; since he would not dirty his hands with sacrificial 
blood, both his hands were severed. 


Rav Ashi said, with regard to this incident: Yissakhar of the village 
of Barkai did not study that which we learned in the mishna: 
Lambs precede goats almost everywhere in the Torah that they are 
both mentioned. One might have thought that it is due to the fact 
that sheep are more select than goats. Therefore, the verse states: 
“And he shall bring for his offering a goat” (Leviticus 4:28), after 
which it is written: “And if he bring a lamb as his offering for a sin 
offering” (Leviticus 4:32), which teaches that both of them 
are equal. 


PERSONALITIES 
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Elishama ben Pikai — *3'5 ja pow rs: According to the majority 
of manuscripts and parallel sources, the reference here is most 
ikely to Rabbi Yishmael ben Piakhi, also known as Yishmael ben 
Pavi or Yishmael ben Piavi, who was one of the priests appointed 
by Agrippas ıı just before the destruction of the Second Temple. 
Despite the fact that the Sages disapproved of his family they 
praised Rabbi Yishmael ben Piakhi’s good deeds. 

Rabbi Yishmael ben Piakhi came from an extremely wealthy 
amily. Some commentaries identify him as the High Priest referred 
o by his righteous mother's name in tractate Yoma (47a), Yishmael, 
son of Kimhit. If this identification is correct, then his brothers also 
served briefly as High Priests. Rabbi Yishmael ben Piakhi served as 
High Priest for ten years, and is listed as one of the eight priests 
who performed the ritual of the red heifer. 


Yannai the king and the queen — xm xan 929: The Gemara 
is referring to Alexander Yannai, one of the Hasmonean kings. 
According to the coins that he minted, he was called Yehonatan. 


Yannai waged wars and conquered much territory, expanding 
the borders of the Hasmonean kingdom to Gaza in the south, 
the Golan in the north, and the eastern side of the Jordan river. 

Yannai was a strong and violent king, dismissive of other 
authorities. He served as the High Priest, as did all Hasmonean 
kings, although someone else performed the actual service in 
the Temple. It is clear in the Gemara's story here that he did not 
accept the authority of another High Priest, as displayed by his 
degrading behavior toward Yissakhar of the village of Barkai, who 
was an unworthy High Priest. King Yannai also did not accept the 
authority of the Sanhedrin, a group composed of Pharisee Sages. 
It is related that Yannai sought to kill all of the Pharisees, seemingly 
part of a cruel suppression of a popular rebellion. 

Yannai’s wife was Shlomtziyyon, the widow of his brother 
Yehuda Aristobulus who ruled as king before Yannai. She was also 
the sister of the head of the Sanhedrin, Shimon ben Shatah, and 
sympathetic to the Pharisees, a fact that became known when she 
ruled as queen in Jerusalem for nine years after the death of Yannai. 
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Ravina said: Yissakhar did not even read the Torah, as it is written 
with regard to the peace offering: “Ifhe sacrifices a lamb” (Leviticus 


3:7), and it further states: “If a goat is his offering” (Leviticus 3:12). 


These verses indicate that one is permitted to bring whichever animal 
he wishes, and there is no preference. 


Rabbi Elazar says that Rabbi Hanina says: Torah scholars increase 
peace" in the world," as it is stated: “And all your children 
[banayikh] shall be taught of the Lord, and great shall be the peace 
of your children [banayikh]” (Isaiah 54:13). The Sages interpreted 
this verse homiletically: Do not read: Your children [banayikh], but 
rather: Your builders [bonayikh], referring to the scholars who build 
the world through their Torah study and performance of mitzvot. 


NOTES 

Torah scholars increase peace - waya DSN rbn 
obiya ohy: There are those who believe that world 
peace will come when all are in agreement and there are 
no disputes or differences of opinion. Such people view 
the disagreements of Torah scholars, who involve them- 
selves in deep analysis while attempting to understand all 
of the different sides of every issue, as being wasteful and 
destructive. But this attitude is simplistic and ultimately 
mistaken. In fact, the intellectual efforts of the Sages to 
offer a full range of different perspectives is what will 
bring true peace to the world. Only by sharing the true 
multiplicity of realities, each of which has its unique place 
n a greater whole, will the truth of the Torah and the 
ultimate truth of God be manifest in the world, leading to 
genuine peace (Ein Ayah). Others explain, citing tractate 
Kiddushin (30b), that the Torah scholars demonstrate how 
to engage in disagreements while remaining beloved to 
each other. 


Rabbi Hanina says, Torah scholars increase peace in the 
world - obiya ow maya oan “pada xan 37 aN: 
Four tractates in the Talmud end with this quote from 
Rabbi Hanina, and the author of Arukh LaNer gave them 
an acronym related to the verse quoted here. The first 
letters of these four tractates, Berakhot, Nazir, Yevamot, 
Karetot, spell the Hebrew word banayikh, your children, 
mentioned in the verse. 

He also added that these four tractates deal with 
various aspects of making peace: Berakhot addresses the 
recital of Shema, the Amida prayer, and other blessings, 
which bring peace between man and God. Yevamot 
addresses peace between people, as levirate marriage 
allows one to continue the legacy of his brother. Nazir 
refers to peace between husband and wife, as the Sages 
taught that one's response to seeing a sota should be 
to become a nazirite, who avoids wine, because imbib- 
ing wine leads to promiscuity and threatens the peace 
between spouses. Finally, Karetot relates to peace 
between one's body and soul, because one distances 
himself from transgressions that carry the penalty of exci- 
sion from the World-to-Come [karet]. 

The Maharsha writes that since a great many rab- 
binic decrees in the laws of levirate marriage seem to 
uproot Torah law, it was necessary to explain that all 
hese decrees were made in order to increase peace in 
he world, after the manner of: “Her ways are ways of 
pleasantness, and all her paths are peace” (Proverbs 3:17). 
And Torah scholars are commanded, by the nature of 
heir role in the world, to be those who increase peace in 
he world. 
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This chapter taught that if one brought a provisional guilt offering, and it became 
known to him before the ram was slaughtered that he did not sin, its status is that 
of a guilt offering that was disqualified. Therefore, it shall graze until it becomes 
blemished; and then it shall be sold, and the proceeds from its sale shall be given to 
the Temple treasury for the purchase of communal gift offerings. The reason is that 
since he was initially troubled by pangs of conscience over sins that he might have 
committed, and as such he wholeheartedly resolved to consecrate the animal, that 
sanctity is not nullified. Likewise, if one brought a provisional guilt offering and the 
blood was sprinkled, and he then discovered that he did not sin, the flesh is eaten by 
the priests, as the sanctity of the offering remains intact. 


But with regard to other offerings, if one discovered that he did not need to bring the 
offering before it was slaughtered, it is retroactively rendered non-sacred, and it goes 
out and grazes among the flock. If it became known to him only after the offering 
was slaughtered that he did not require it, then it is buried in the manner of a non- 
sacred animal that was slaughtered in the Temple courtyard. Ifhe found out after the 
blood was sprinkled that he did not sin, the flesh is removed to the place of burning. 
The reason is that he consecrated the animal for atonement and no longer needs to 
bring it; therefore, the animal is retroactively rendered non-sacred. Since it is not a 
case of uncertainty, he did not wholeheartedly resolve to consecrate the animal due 
to sins that he might have committed. The same applies in the case of an offering of 
a woman after childbirth: Since she designated the animal as an offering in order to 
achieve purification, if she discovered that she does not require the offering then it 
is retroactively rendered non-sacred. 


In the case of an ox that is sentenced to be stoned, if it is discovered that the testimony 
with regard to the ox was false before it was stoned, it is retroactively rendered non- 
sacred and shall go out and graze among the flock. If this was discovered after the ox 
was stoned, its halakhic status is as though it had not been sentenced, and therefore 
benefit from its carcass is permitted. In the case of a heifer whose neck is broken, if 
the identity of the murderer was discovered before the heifer’s neck was broken, it 
is likewise retroactively rendered non-sacred and shall go out and graze among the 
flock. But if the identity of the murderer was discovered after the heifer’s neck was 
broken, deriving benefit from its carcass is forbidden. The reason is that from the 
outset the heifer whose neck is broken serves to atone for a situation of uncertainty. 
Therefore, ifits neck was broken before the identity of the murderer was revealed, its 
mitzva was fulfilled and this atoned for the uncertainty. 


The Sages disagree as to when one is obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering. 
Some hold that a provisional guilt offering is brought when one is uncertain if he 
transgressed a Torah law. Others maintain that a provisional guilt offering may even 
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be brought voluntarily. The Gemara concludes that one brings a provisional guilt 
offering for uncertainty only where he committed a sin whose intentional perfor- 
mance is punishable by karet and whose unwitting performance incurs liability to 
bring a sin offering. 


Those liable to bring provisional guilt offerings are exempt from bringing them after 
Yom Kippur. The reason is that the verse states with regard to Yom Kippur: “For on 
this day shall atonement be made for you, to cleanse you; from all your sins you shall 
be clean before the Lord” (Leviticus 16:30). This teaches that Yom Kippur atones for 
a sin of which only the Omnipresent is aware, i.e., an uncertain sin for which one is 
liable to bring a provisional guilt offering. But those liable to bring sin offerings and 
definite guilt offerings are obligated to bring them after Yom Kippur even if Yom 
Kippur has passed. Similarly, Yom Kippur does not exempt one from bringing other 
offerings that one is obligated to bring in a case of uncertainty, e.g., the offerings of 
a leper or nazirite whose status is uncertain, as the offering is brought not for atone- 
ment but to permit the consumption of sacrificial meat. 


The last section of the chapter dealt with the issue of changing the status and designa- 
tion of consecrated animals and money. One may not change a sin offering from the 
sin for which it is designated and sacrifice it for atonement of another sin. Likewise, 
one may not bring his father’s sin offering to atone for himself or for his father. Nev- 
ertheless, this is the halakha concerning only consecrated animals, not of consecrated 
money. Since one cannot misuse the animal, i.e., one cannot render non-sacred 
an animal fit for the altar, he cannot convert it and use it to achieve atonement for 
another sin. Conversely, if one unwittingly converted the money for a different use, 
he has misused consecrated property and that money is desacralized. Therefore, as 
one has the ability to convert the money for a different use, if he used the money to 
bring an offering for a different sin he achieves atonement. 


In this same vein, the Gemara discussed halakhot involving a sliding-scale offering, 
which changes depending on one’s economic status. Although a wealthy person 
who brings a poor person’s offering does not fulfill his obligation, one may bring a 
female goat from money consecrated for a sin offering of a female lamb. Similarly, if 
one is obligated to bring a sliding-scale sin offering, and he designated money for the 
purchase of a female lamb or goat and then became poorer, he may bring a bird, and 
the remaining money is non-sacred. Likewise, if he designated money to purchase a 
bird and became wealthier, he must add money and bring a lamb. 


These are the main topics dealt with in this chapter. The chapter closed by discussing 
the glory of the Torah and its teachers, and by praising Torah scholars for increasing 
peace in the world. 
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Introduction to Me’ila 


Me ila is the last tractate of the Talmud in the order of Kodashim. It may be noted par- 
enthetically that the early commentaries already suggest that tractate Tamid, which is 
presented in the format of the tractates of Babylonian Talmud, is not actually part of 
the main body of the Talmud but is an addition to it. Me‘ila is included in Kodashim 
due to two aspects of the halakhot of me’ila, or misuse of consecrated property: First, 
the prohibition of me’ila involves property that is dedicated to the Sanctuary. Second, 
one who violates this prohibition is obligated to bring a guilt offering to the Temple. 


The prohibition against misusing consecrated property is expressed in the Torah in 
a brief section consisting of only two verses: “If anyone commits a trespass and sins 
through error in the sacred items of the Lord, then he shall bring his forfeit to the 
Lord, a ram without blemish out of the flock, according to your valuation in silver 
by shekels, after the shekel of the Sanctuary, for a guilt offering. And he shall make 
restitution for that which he has sinned in the sacred item, and shall add its fifth part 
and give it to the priest; and the priest shall make atonement for him with the ram of 
the guilt offering, and he shall be forgiven” (Leviticus 5:15-16). These verses deal only 
with the punishment for misusing consecrated property; the source of the prohibi- 
tion is a matter of dispute among the early commentaries. Some derive the prohibi- 
tion from the verse: “You may not eat within your gates... nor any of your vows that 
you vow, nor your gift offerings, nor the offering of your hand” (Deuteronomy 12:17). 
This includes consuming or deriving benefit from consecrated property (Rambam; 
Sefer HaHinnukh). The Ra‘avad maintains that the source is the verse: “And ifa priest’s 
daughter be married to a common man, she shall not eat of that which is set apart 
from the sacred” (Leviticus 22:12). 


This prohibition against misusing consecrated property is described in the Torah by 
the word me’ila (see Leviticus 5:15). This term refers to changing the domain of the 
consecrated property, by removing it from the domain of the sacred, i.e., the Temple 
treasury, to the non-sacred property of an ordinary person. The term is used in a 
similar manner in connection with the most severe of sins, idol worship and adultery 
(see 18a). It is also used in reference to betrayal or denial, as in the case of one who 
takes a false oath denying possession of a deposit, which is mentioned alongside the 
passage dealing with misuse of consecrated property: “If anyone sins, and commits 
a trespass against the Lord, and deals falsely with his neighbor in a matter of deposit, 
or of pledge” (Leviticus 5:21). 


As indicated by the verse “If any one commits a trespass and sins through error in the 
sacred items of the Lord,” this halakha applies only in a case of unwitting transgres- 
sion. If one intentionally misuses consecrated property, although he is obligated to 
repay the Temple treasury, he does not have the ability to achieve atonement through 
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the process that is delineated in this section of the Torah. The Sages disagree with 
regard to the precise consequences of his actions (see Sanhedrin 83a). 


It is also clear from these verses that this halakha applies only to items defined as 

“the sacred items of the Lord.” There are two features of this category, one of which 

is expansive while the other is restrictive. On the one hand, the prohibition against 
misuse of consecrated property applies to any item that is consecrated. This includes 

offerings of all sorts, whether animal or flour, as well as property of the Temple 

treasury, i.e., consecrated items. On the other hand, the verse’s formulation also 

restricts the category of misuse. Even offerings, or parts of offerings, are subject to the 

halakhot of misuse only if they are classified as “the sacred items of the Lord.” If they 
become the property of regular people, such as the owners or the priests, or if they 
become permitted to them, or, by contrast, if they are no longer fit for sacrifice, they 
are not subject to the halakhot of misuse. Consequently, offerings of lesser sanctity, 
which are considered the property of their owners, are not subject to the halakhot 
of misuse, except for the sacrificial portions, which are burned upon the altar after 
the sprinkling of the blood. This is derived from the verse: “All the fat is the Lord’s” 
(Leviticus 3:16), which includes the sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity 
in the halakhot of misuse (see 15a). 


Similarly, with regard to those offerings of the most sacred order whose meat is 
consumed, i.e., the sin offering and the guilt offering, the meat is not subject to the 
halakhot of misuse once the blood has been sprinkled, as that act renders the meat 
permitted. Likewise, the offerings of the most sacred order that are burned com- 
pletely, e.g., the burnt offering and the meal offering of priests, are no longer subject 
to the halakhot of misuse once their mitzva has been performed. 


The Torah describes the atonement for misuse of consecrated property in the verses 
cited above (Leviticus 5:15-16). These verses indicate that there are two aspects to 
the atonement process for misuse: Monetary restitution and a sacrificial offering. 
The offering is the guilt offering of misuse of consecrated property, which is a ram 
worth at least two shekels, a denomination referred to as a sela by the Sages. There 
are two components to the monetary restitution: The principal and the additional 
payment of one-fifth. The principal is the value of the benefit that one derived 
from the consecrated property, or the value of the loss that he caused. It should be 
noted that even those acts of misuse of consecrated property that involve deriving 
benefit from consecrated property also include an element of degrading the value 
of the sacred item. In this context, the early commentaries disagree with regard to 
the primary component of misuse. Some hold that the primary component is the 
degradation of the consecrated property (Rashi), while others maintain that the 
primary component is the benefit derived (Rambam). Yet others contend that it is 
a combination of the two (Tosafot). 


There is a fundamental principle which has ramifications for many different discus- 
sions in this tractate, that liability for misuse is limited to a case where the misuse 
involved at least the value of one peruta. The additional payment of one-fifth of the 
principal is calculated externally, i.e., it is one-fifth of the sum of the principal and 
the fifth combined, or one-fourth of the principal. For example, if the principal is 
forty perutot, the additional amount would be ten perutot, not eight; and therefore 
the total payment would be fifty perutot. 


There are cases that are not subject to misuse by Torah law but which are subject to 
misuse by rabbinic law. The Sages were stringent because even in cases where there 
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is no liability by Torah law, this exemption generally applies only to payment and the 
obligation to bring an offering. Even in those cases there is a prohibition by Torah 
law against deriving benefit from the consecrated property. 


There are also cases where there is no prohibition at all by Torah law and, neverthe- 
less the Sages enacted a prohibition, due to the severity of deriving benefit from 
consecrated property. Surprisingly, the Sages applied some of these prohibitions 
even in cases that occur only infrequently. 


In situations where the liability for misuse applies by rabbinic law, one who violated 
the prohibition is obligated to pay the principal but not the additional one-fifth, and 
he is not required to bring an offering. 


The prohibition against misuse is atypical in that, in contrast to almost all other 
transgressions, there is agency for transgression with regard to misuse. The principle 
is that if one instructs an agent to commit a transgression, that agent is liable rather 
than the one who dispatched him. But in the case of misuse, if one dispatched an 
agent with money that was consecrated, unbeknownst to either of them, and the 
agent used the money and it thereby left the possession of the Temple treasury, the 
one who dispatched him rather than the agent is liable (see 20a). 


The limits of misuse of consecrated property are clearly defined, in that the prohibi- 
tion applies specifically to items that are sacred. With regard to non-sacred items, 
the verse states: “And the earth He has given over to mankind” (Psalms 115:16). 
Nevertheless, the Sages stress that the entire world belongs to God, and therefore if 
one derives benefit from it without recognition and gratitude to God, this is similar 
to misuse of consecrated property. Therefore, they teach that it is prohibited to 
derive benefit from this world without reciting a blessing, and anyone who does so 
is considered as though he violated the prohibition against misuse of consecrated 
property (Berakhot 35a). 


This tractate consists of six chapters, each of which focuses on a specific topic. 


Chapter One examines the question of when offerings of the most sacred order and 
offerings of lesser sanctity are and are not subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


Chapter Two addresses the specifics of the halakhot of misuse with regard to differ- 
ent offerings. 


Chapter Three clarifies which consecrated property is included in the halakhot of 
misuse, and which is not included; and in which of these cases there is, nevertheless, 
a prohibition against deriving benefit from such property. 


Chapter Four deals primarily with the issue of different items combining to form 
the requisite measure for liability of misuse of consecrated property. The topic leads 
to a general discussion of combinations with regard to ritual impurity and various 
prohibitions. 


Chapter Five discusses the definition of the basic acts of misuse: Deriving benefit 
from consecrated property, degradation of consecrated property, and removing the 
property from the domain of the Temple treasury to that of an ordinary person. 


Chapter Six deals with cases of misuse where the prohibition is not violated directly 
by the owners, but by their agents or those in possession of the property as a deposit. 


There is little in the way of aggadic material in this tractate. The rare instances of 
aggadic material are generally tangential to specific halakhic discussions. 


267 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


If anyone commits a misuse, and sins through error in 
the sacred items of the Lord. 


(Leviticus 5:15) 


It is clear from the Torah’s description that the prohibition against misuse applies 
exclusively to “the sacred items of the Lord.” This category includes both offerings 
that are sacrificed on the altar and consecrated property that is not sacrificed. This 
second subcategory applies both to articles that are consecrated for Temple mainte- 
nance as well as to property that is to be redeemed and its value used for the purchase 
of offerings. 


It is necessary to clarify the definition of “the sacred items of the Lord.” For example, 
does this category include offerings that were rendered unfit before the sprinkling 
of the blood? On the one hand, such offerings are disqualified from being sacrificed. 
On the other hand, they remain consecrated. 


In this context, one can distinguish between a case where the essential sacrificial rite 
was performed properly and only afterward the offering became unfit, and a situa- 
tion where the offering was rendered unfit at the time of the essential sacrificial rite. 


A further question is whether or not the halakhot of misuse apply to an offering 
whose sacrificial rite was performed with the intent that it will be consumed after its 
appointed time or outside of its designated area. 


The category of “the sacred items of the Lord” includes offerings that are to be 
sacrificed upon the altar. Once they are sacrificed and the meat is permitted to be 
consumed, they are no longer in this category and therefore are not subject to the 
halakhot of misuse. Consequently, it is necessary to clarify at what point offerings 
of the most sacred order become removed from being subject to the halakhot of 
misuse. The sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity, which are sacrificed 
on the altar after their blood is sprinkled on the altar, are also categorized as “the 
sacred items of the Lord.” Therefore, one must clarify from what point the halakhot 
of misuse apply to them. 


Once it is established that the sprinkling of the blood determines the application of 
the halakhot of misuse, other questions arise. For example, does the sprinkling of the 
blood determine the status of this prohibition both with regard to offerings of the 
most sacred order and offerings of lesser sanctity, if the meat or sacrificial portions 
or blood left the Temple courtyard? 


These are the main issues discussed in this chapter. 
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Offerings of the most sacred order" that 
MISHNA > 


were disqualified before their blood was 
sprinkled on the altar, e.g., if one slaughtered them in the south of 
the Temple courtyard, and not in the north as required, are subject 
to the following halakha: One is liable for misusing them, i.e., one 
who derives benefit from them must bring a guilt offering and pay 
the principal and an additional one-fifth of their value. If he improp- 
erly slaughtered them in the south of the courtyard and properly 
collected their blood in the north,’ or even if he properly slaugh- 
tered them in the north of the courtyard but improperly collected 
their blood in the south, although the more significant rite was 
performed improperly, one is liable for misuse if he derives benefit 
from the animals. 


The same halakha that applies if the location of the sacrificial rites 
was altered likewise applies if the time of those rites was altered. 
Accordingly, if one properly slaughtered them during the day and 
improperly sprinkled their blood at night, or if he improperly 
slaughtered them at night and properly sprinkled their blood dur- 
ing the day, one is liable for misuse if he derives benefit from the 
animals. Or in a case where one slaughtered them with the intent 
to partake of their meat or sprinkle their blood beyond its desig- 
nated time, rendering it piggul, or outside its designated area, dis- 
qualifying the offering, he is liable for misusing them if he derives 
benefit from the animals. 


Rabbi Yehoshua stated a principle with regard to misuse of dis- 
qualified sacrificial animals: With regard to any sacrificial animal 
that had a period of fitness to the priests" before it was disqualified, 
one is not liable for misusing it. Misuse applies specifically to items 
consecrated to God, which are not permitted for human consump- 
tion at all. Once the offering was permitted for consumption by the 
priests, it is no longer in that category. And with regard to any sac- 
rificial animal that did not have a period of fitness for the priests"! 
before it was disqualified, one is liable for misusing it if he derives 
benefit from it, as it remained consecrated to God throughout. 


Which is the sacrificial animal that had a period of fitness for the 
priests? This category includes a sacrificial animal whose meat 
remained overnight after its blood was presented on the altar and 
therefore came to have the status of notar and was therefore disquali- 
fied, and one that was disqualified when it became ritually impure, 
and one that left the Temple courtyard and was thereby disqualified. 
All of these disqualifications transpired after consumption of the 
sacrificial meat was permitted, and therefore one who derives benefit 
from these offerings is not liable for misuse. 


HALAKHA 


Any sacrificial animal that had a period of fitness to the 
priests - oyi ww nyw ay maw bs: Offerings of the most 
sacred order from which the priests partake are not subject to 
the halakhot of misuse from the moment they become permit- 
ted to the priests by the sprinkling of their blood on the altar. 
This is the halakha even if they are later disqualified for some 
reason and no longer permitted to the priests. How so? If, after 
the blood was sprinkled on the altar, the meat of the offering or 
its organs designated for burning were left overnight or became 
ritually impure, or were taken out of the Temple courtyard, or if 
some of the meat was removed from the Temple even before 
the sprinkling of the blood, in all these cases the meat that 
remains in the courtyard is not subject to the halakhot of misuse. 
The reason is that it was permitted to the priests for some period 
of time. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:1). 


That did not have a period of fitness for the priests — Kw 
path san nyw ay mat: Offerings of the most sacred order 
hat were never rendered permitted to the priests before they 
were disqualified are not subject to the halakhot of misuse by 


Torah law, although there remains a prohibition by rabbinic law. 


How so? If the offerings were disqualified before their blood 
was sprinkled on the altar, e.g., if they were slaughtered in the 
south of the Temple courtyard; or their blood was collected in 
he south; or if they were slaughtered in the day but their blood 
was sprinkled at night; or if they were slaughtered at night and 
heir blood was sprinkled during the day; or if the rites were 
performed with the intent to partake of the meat or sprinkle 
he blood beyond its designated time, or outside its designated 
area; or if the blood was collected or sprinkled by unfit people; 
or if all the blood and meat were removed from the Temple 
courtyard before the sprinkling of the blood; or if the blood was 
left overnight; in all these cases the offerings are subject to the 
halakhot of misuse. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:1). 


NOTES 

Offerings of the most sacred order — wp *wIP: The 
halakhot of misuse, and its attendant guilt offering, apply 
both to items consecrated for Temple maintenance and 
items consecrated for sacrifice on the altar. The verse states: 
“If any one commit a trespass, and sin through error, in the 
sacred items of the Lord then he shall bring his forfeit unto 
the Lord” (Leviticus 5:15). The Sages derived from the phrase: 
“The sacred items of the Lord,” that the halakhot of misuse 
apply only to items that are fully dedicated to God, i.e., from 
which neither the priests nor the owner are permitted to 
derive benefit. This first mishna of the tractate discusses 
offerings of the most sacred order. The meat of some of 
these offerings, e.g. sin offerings and guilt offerings, is con- 
sumed by the priests after the blood has been sprinkled on 
the altar. Therefore, their meat is subject to the halakhot of 
misuse only until the sprinkling of the blood. Offerings of 
the most sacred order that are completely burned on the 
altar, such as burnt offerings, are subject to the halakhot of 
misuse from the moment they are consecrated until all the 
rites of the offering have been completed. 

By contrast, offerings of lesser sanctity, e.g., peace 
offerings or thanks offerings, are generally not subject to 
misuse, as most of their meat is consumed by their own- 
ers. Nevertheless, once their blood has been sprinkled on 
the altar, the portions allocated for burning on the altar 
assume the status of “the sacred items of the Lord” and are 
subject to misuse. 


BACKGROUND 


In the north - yis¥a: The obligation to slaughter a burnt 
offering in the northern part of the Temple courtyard is 
derived from the verse: “And he shall slaughter it on the side 
of the altar northward before the Lord; and Aaron's sons, the 
priests, shall sprinkle its blood against the altar round about” 
(Leviticus 1:11). The Sages explain that this halakha applies 
to all offerings of the most sacred order. There is a dispute 
between the tanna'im with regard to the exact delinea- 
tion of the northern part of the Temple courtyard where 
these offerings must be slaughtered. The verse says that the 
slaughter must take place in the north, “on the side of the 
altar’ and “before the Lord.” Consequently, some claim that 
the location permitted for slaughter is limited to the area 
of the courtyard that lies between the northeastern edge 
of the altar and the northwestern edge of the altar. Others 
extend this area to include the northern part of the space 
between the altar and the Entrance Hall. Yet others expand 
it to the entire section of the courtyard that is north of the 
altar, including those sections that are northeast of the altar. 
Even according to this opinion, the area west of the eastern 
wall of the Entrance Hall, as it is separated by a wall, is not 
classified as “the side of the altar” 


View of the Temple courtyard from the north 
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And which is the sacrificial animal that did not have a period of fitness 
for the priests? It is a sacrificial animal that was slaughtered with the 
intent to partake of it or sprinkle its blood beyond its designated time, 
or outside its designated area, or one that those unfit for Temple service 
collected and sprinkled its blood. All of these disqualifications took 
effect before consumption of the sacrificial meat was permitted. The 
offerings therefore remain consecrated to God, and one is liable for 
misuse ifhe derives benefit from them. 


The mishna teaches: With regard to offerings 
GEMARA e J 


of the most sacred order that were disqualified 
before their blood was sprinkled on the altar, e.g., if one slaughtered 
them in the south of the Temple courtyard, one who derives benefit 
from them is liable for misusing them. The Gemara asks: Isn't it obvi- 
ous? Just because their slaughter was performed in the south, should 
we revoke their status as subject to the halakhot of misuse? 


The Gemara answers: It was necessary for the mishna to mention the 
case of slaughtering them in the south, as it might enter your mind to 
say that since Ulla says that Rabbi Yohanan says: Sacrificial animals 
that died without being sacrificed are excluded from being subject to 
the halakhot of misuse by Torah law, so too, in the case of offerings of 
the most sacred order that were improperly slaughtered in the south, 
they are considered as though they were strangled to death, and 
therefore they are no longer subject to misuse. 


Consequently, the mishna teaches us that although they were slaugh- 
tered improperly, they are not considered to have the status of sacrificial 
animals that died, as those are not fit at all. But with regard to slaughter- 
ing an animal in the south, although this is not fitting for offerings of 
the most sacred order, yet the act is still classified as slaughter of sacri- 
ficial animals, as slaughter in the south is fitting for offerings of lesser 
sanctity. 


§ The Gemara asks: Why do I need the mishna to teach all of these 
different cases? It could have mentioned just one case, from which one 
would have derived the principle that even in a situation where the rite 
of the offering is not performed in the proper manner, the animal can 
still be subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


The Gemara explains: All these cases are necessary. If the mishna had 
taught only the case of one who improperly slaughtered them in the 
south of the courtyard and properly collected their blood in the north, 
one might have thought that it is only here, in this case, that the animals 
are subject to the halakhot of misuse, as the collection of the blood was 
in the north. But if he slaughtered them in the north and collected 
their blood in the south, since the collection, which is a more funda- 
mental rite than the slaughter, is in the south, one might think that they 
are removed from the status of being subject to the halakhot of misuse. 
Therefore, the mishna mentions that case as well. 


And if the mishna had taught only these aforementioned cases, I would 
say that only in such situations is the offering subject to the halakhot of 
misuse, as they were at least sacrificed during the day, which is the 
appropriate time for sacrifice. But if one slaughtered an offering at 
night and sprinkled its blood during the day, it would not be subject 
to the halakhot of misuse, as night is not the appropriate time for sacri- 
fice, and therefore in this case of one who slaughtered at night, the 
animal is removed from its status of being subject to the halakhot 
of misuse. 


And if the mishna had taught only the case where he slaughtered it at 
night and collected the blood during the day, I would say: Since he 
collected the blood during the day, as required, the offering retains its 
status and is subject to the halakhot of misuse. But if he slaughtered 
animals during the day and sprinkled their blood, which is the main 
act of sacrifice, at night, since it is not a time fit for sacrifice, it is con- 
sidered as though they were strangled, and they are not subject to the 
halakhot of misuse. Therefore, the mishna teaches us all of these cases. 
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§ The mishna teaches: If one slaughtered sacrificial animals with 
the intent to partake of their meat or sprinkle their blood beyond 
its designated time, rendering them piggul, or outside its designated 
area, disqualifying them, he is liable for misusing them if he derives 
benefit from them. The Gemara asks: For what are these sacrificial 
animals fit? Since they are unfit for both sacrifice and consumption 
by the priests, even in the case of offerings of lesser sanctity, why are 
they considered as consecrated items that are subject to misuse? 


The Gemara answers: Since sprinkling their blood on the altar ren- 
ders them accepted in that they receive their status of being subject 
to piggul," therefore they have still not entirely lost their sanctified 
status and are subject to misuse. In other words, an offering with 
regard to which there was an improper intention is rendered piggul 
only if all its permitting factors, one of which is sprinkling the blood, 
are performed properly (see Zevahim 28b). The fact that its permit- 
ting factors are important for the purpose of rendering it subject to 
piggul shows that the offering has not lost its consecrated status. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: In a case where a rite 
was performed in the wrong location, e.g., offerings of the most 
sacred order were slaughtered in the south rather than the north, if 
the offerings had already ascended the altar, what is the halakha as 
to whether they descend," i.e., are they removed from the altar or 
are they sacrificed? Rabba says: If they ascended the altar, they 
shall descend. Rav Yosef says: If they ascended the altar, they shall 
not descend. 


With regard to this dilemma, the Gemara cites a relevant dispute 
between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon in a mishna (Zevahim 
84a). Rabbi Yehuda maintains that in certain cases when an offering 
became disqualified in the sacred area, i.e., the Temple courtyard, it 
was removed from the altar. By contrast, Rabbi Shimon rules that 
any offering that became disqualified once it was already inside the 
Temple courtyard was not removed from the altar if it ascended 
there. The Gemara states: In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, you should not raise this dilemma, as everyone, i.e., 
both Rabba and Rav Yosef, agrees that in the cases of the mishna 
Rabbi Yehuda would rule that even if the disqualified offerings have 
ascended the altar, they must descend. They disagree when the 
dilemma is raised according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


Rav Yosef holds in accordance with a straightforward interpreta- 
tion of the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, that the offerings listed in the 
mishna do not descend from the altar, as they became disqualified 
inside the Temple courtyard. By contrast, Rabba could have said 
to you: Rabbi Shimon states that the offerings do not descend only 
with regard to cases such as the bird sin offering, whose blood 
should be placed below the red line on the altar, which one placed 
above the red line; or with regard to offerings such as the bird burnt 
offering, whose blood should be placed above the red line, which 
one placed below that line." 


And therefore, Rabbi Shimon is actually dealing with cases where 
one slaughtered the offerings and collected their blood in the 
north, in accordance with the halakha. But here, in the cases of the 
mishna, since one slaughtered them in the south, it is considered 
as though they were strangled to death, and were not slaughtered 
at all. Consequently, Rabbi Shimon agrees that they should be 
removed from the altar. 


HALAKHA 


Since sprinkling their blood on the altar renders them 
accepted in that they receive their status of piggul -byin 
powa pga: An offering is not subject to piggul unless all 
the rites that render it permitted are performed in accor- 
dance with the halakha (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:16). 


HALAKHA 


If the offerings had already ascended the altar what is the 
halakha as to whether they descend - jyaw mond pas 
mond: The following items, although they are unfit for sacri- 
fice, are not removed from the altar if they were mistakenly 
placed there: The meat, blood, or portions burned on the 
altar of an offering that were left overnight; an animal that 
was taken out of the Temple courtyard after it was slaugh- 
tered as an offering; an offering that became ritually impure; 
an offering whose rites were performed with the intent to 
partake of it or sprinkle its blood at the improper time or 
in the improper place; offerings of the most sacred order 
that were slaughtered in the south, or whose blood was 
collected in the south. This ruling is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:7). 


NOTES 
Blood placed above the red line which one placed below 


Altar with red line indicating where to place an offering’s blood 
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We learned in the mishna: With regard to offerings of the most sacred 
order that were disqualified before their blood was sprinkled on the 
altar, if one slaughtered them in the south of the Temple courtyard, 
he is liable for misusing them if he derives benefit from them. Granted, 
according to the opinion of Rav Yosef, this halakha works out well. 
Since they remain consecrated and do not become permitted to the 
priests, they may remain on the altar. But according to the opinion of 
Rabba, it is difficult: If these offerings must be removed from the altar, 
why can one be liable for misusing them? The Gemara explains: What 
is the meaning of the clause: One is liable for misusing them? This 
means that one is liable for misusing them by rabbinic law, but they 
are not subject to the halakhot of misuse by Torah law. 


The Gemara inquires: What practical difference is there between 
misuse by Torah law and misuse by rabbinic law? The Gemara 
explains that those who misuse by Torah law must pay an additional 
one-fifth to the Temple treasury," over and above the principal. By 
contrast, misuse by rabbinic law does not render one obligated to pay 
the additional one-fifth. 


The Gemara asks: And is there a concept of misuse of consecrated 
property by rabbinic law? The Gemara answers: Yes there is, as Ulla 
said that Rabbi Yohanan says: Sacrificial animals that died have been 
removed from the halakhot of misuse by Torah law. Evidently, it is 
by Torah law that the halakhot of misuse do not apply to them, but 
by rabbinic law they do apply to them. So too in this case, where the 
animals are slaughtered in the south, they are subject to misuse by 
rabbinic law. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If Rabba is correct that the mishna is 
referring to misuse by rabbinic law, let us say that we already learned 
in the mishna that which Ulla says that Rabbi Yohanan said. Why, 
then, was it necessary for Ulla to repeat this halakha? The Gemara 
explains: Even though we already learned it in the mishna, the state- 
ment of Ulla was necessary: It might enter your mind to say that here, 
with regard to offerings slaughtered in the south, people will not dis- 
tance themselves from them, as they are no different in appearance 
from animals sacrificed properly, and therefore the Sages decreed that 
they are subject to misuse by rabbinic law. 


But in the case of sacrificial animals that died," and were never slaugh- 
tered at all, since people distance themselves from them, one might 
say that they are not subject to misuse even by rabbinic law. There- 
fore, Ulla teaches us that they are nevertheless subject to misuse by 
rabbinic law. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: Didn’t we also learn in a mishna 

that sacrificial animals that died are subject to the halakhot of misuse 

by rabbinic law? As the mishna (18a) teaches: One who derives ben- 
efit from a sin offering while it is alive is not liable for misuse until 

he causes it one peruta worth of damage. But ifhe derives benefit from 

it when it is dead, since it will not be redeemed it cannot be damaged. 
Therefore, once he derives one peruta worth of benefit from it, even 

without damaging it, he is liable for misuse. This misuse must apply 
by rabbinic law, as sacrificial animals that have died are not subject to 

the halakhot of misuse by Torah law. If so, the halakha that these ani- 
mals are subject to misuse by rabbinic law is already stated in a mishna 

and therefore there is no reason for Ulla to repeat it. 


The Gemara answers: It might enter your mind 


HALAKHA 


Those who misuse by Torah law must pay an additional one- 
fifth to the Temple treasury — wiain pobwn KINT: One who 
unwittingly misuses consecrated property in such a manner that 
he is liable by Torah law must pay the Temple treasury the value 
of the benefit he derived as principal along with an additional 
one-fifth of the total sum. He also is obligated to bring a guilt 
offering worth two sela in order to atone for his sin (see Leviticus 
5:15-16). For misuse that applies by rabbinic law one must pay only 


the principal without the additional one-fifth, and he does not 
bring a guilt offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 1:3, 6). 


Sacrificial animals that died — snaw mW: By Torah law, sacri- 
ficial animals that died are no longer subject to the halakhot of 
misuse. Nevertheless, they are subject to misuse by rabbinic law. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:1). 
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to say: Since a sin offering is brought for atonement, people do 
not distance themselves from it" after it dies, as they realize that it 
is no longer fit to atone. Therefore, in order to ensure that people 
do not show disrespect, the Sages decreed that one is liable for its 
misuse. But with regard to other sacrificial animals of the most 
sacred order, since they are not brought for atonement, people 
still distance themselves from them after the animals die, and 
therefore one might think that there is no need to decree that they 
are subject to the halakhot of misuse. Consequently, Ulla teaches 
us that even other sacrificial animals that die are subject to misuse 
by rabbinic decree. 


The Gemara asks: And is a sin offering that died subject to the 
halakhot of misuse? But didn’t we learn in a baraita: With regard 
to sin offerings that are left to die" because they are no longer fit 
for the altar, from which one is prohibited to derive benefit, and 
likewise money from which one is prohibited to derive benefit, 
which goes to the Dead Sea™™" to be destroyed, one may not derive 
benefit from them ab initio, but if one derived benefit from them, 
he is not liable for their misuse?" 


They say in response to this question: With regard to sin offerings 
that are left to die, since even during their lifetimes people dis- 
tance themselves from them, as they are no longer fit for sacrifice, 
there was no need for the Sages to institute a prohibition of misuse. 
This is to the exclusion of a sin offering that was fit during its life- 
time, as people do not distance themselves from it, and therefore 
the Sages saw fit to institute a prohibition of misuse after it dies. 


§ The Gemara returns to the dispute with regard to offerings that 
were slaughtered in the wrong place and then were brought up to 
the altar. Rabba maintains that such offerings are removed from the 
altar while Rav Yosef rules that once they ascended the altar they 
do not descend from it and are burned. Rav Yosef raised an objec- 
tion to Rabba, one source from another one, and that one from 
another one, i.e., his objection is based upon the combination of 
several sources. 


Since a sin offering is brought for atonement people do not 
distance themselves from it — x tens xp masta Dyin mewn 
Ayn poa: Some of the early commentaries Tave the version 
which reads: People distance themselves from it (Rashi; Shita 
Mekubbetzet). Tosafot on Menahot 52a discuss this variant and 
the Bah amends the Gemara to read this way. According to this 
version, the meaning of the Gemara is as follows: Since people 
distance themselves from it until it achieves atonement, one 
might have thought that if it died and will never bring about 
atonement, people will distance themselves from it and there 
is no need for the Sages to institute a prohibition of misuse. By 
contrast, people do not distance themselves to the same degree 
from those items that do not bring about atonement, and there- 
fore there is a greater need for a rabbinic decree. 


Sin offerings that are left to die - ninan nixyn: The five sin 
offerings which are left to die are as follows: The offspring of a 
sin offering; the substitute of a sin offering; a sin offering whose 
owners died; a sin offering whose owners achieved atonement by 
means of another animal; and a sin offering whose first year has 
passed (see Temura 21b). In all these cases the animal may not be 
redeemed, but it is also unfit for sacrifice. Therefore, such animals 
must be left to die, i.e., they are locked away in an enclosure until 
they die, as one may not actively kill sacrificial animals. This is a 
halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 


Money from which one is prohibited to derive benefit which 
goes to the Dead Sea - nhan av) niai niyn: This is referring 
to money for a sin offering which is unfit to be sacrificed, e. g. if 
one designated funds for a sin offering and he died, or if the funds 
were lost and he sacrificed his sin offering with other funds, after 
which the original money was found (see Temura 22b). Casting 
the money into the Dead Sea is the equivalent of the death of the 
five sin offerings which are left to die. 


One may not derive benefit ab initio but if one derived benefit 
from them he is not liable for their misuse — povin xy pn xb: 

Some commentaries maintain that this prohibition applies by 
rabbinic law. These sin offerings are not prohibited by Torah law 
because neither they nor their value are fit for sacrificing, and 

therefore they are no longer considered consecrated with regard 

to the halakhot of misuse. One might even claim that they are 
entirely non-sacred (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola on Jemura; 
Rashi here and on Jemura 22a, and in the commentary attributed 

to Rashi on Nazir 24a; Tosafot on Nazir 24a). Some of the early com- 
mentaries (Responsa of Rid, 10) and later commentaries (Yeshuot 
Malko, Yoreh De'a 71; see Mikdash David, Kodashim, 19:9; Hazon Ish) 
maintain that they are prohibited by Torah law, and are excluded 

only from the halakhot of misuse. 


Sin offerings that are left to die - ninan nixwn: With 
regard to all sin offerings that are left to die, one may 
not derive benefit from them ab initio, but if one derived 
benefit from them, he is not liable for misuse, as stated 
in the mishna on 10b and the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 3:4). 


Money from which one is prohibited to derive benefit 
which goes to the Dead Sea - moan ov nishina niyn: 
One may not derive benefit from money of the Temple 
treasury which must be destroyed ab initio, but if one 
derived benefit from it, he is not liable for misuse. This 
ruling is in accordance with the mishna on 11a and with 
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 4:3). 


The Dead Sea - noan D: The expression Dead Sea 

can sometimes apply to any of the saltwater seas, as 

opposed to freshwater lakes, but it usually refers specifi- 
cally to the actual Dead Sea, also referred to in talmudic 
sources as the Sea of Sodom. Any item from which it 
is prohibited to derive benefit may be thrown into the 

Dead Sea, as there are no fishermen or people who will 

come to retrieve items thrown into it. It is also possible 

that due to the high density of salt in the Dead Sea, 
items thrown into it become rusty and decay in a short 
period of time and will be rendered unusable. 


Tire corroded by salt at the Dead Sea 
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NOTES 


All of them do not render one ritually impure to the 
extent that his garments are rendered impure when 
it is in the throat - mban max DNI Daya pr J73: 
This is referring to unslaughtered carcasses of non-sacred 
birds. They do not impart ritual impurity by means of 
contact or carrying, but only when they are in one’s 
throat (see Torat Kohanim on Leviticus 17:15; Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:1). In the case 
of sacrificial birds, which are killed by pinching the nape 
of their neck, the act of pinching is equivalent to slaugh- 
tering, and therefore they are not considered carcasses. 
The mishna here is clarifying that this halakha also applies 
to unfit sacrificial birds whose disqualification occurred in 
sanctity, e.g., a bird sin offering that was pinched in the 
wrong location. Although they are unfit for sacrifice, the 
pinching is valid to the extent that they do not have the 
ritual impurity of carcasses. 


Any one of them whose disqualification occurred 
in the sacred area - wpa tips maw bs: The early 
commentaries disagree with regard to the definition 
of: Whose disqualification took place in the sacred area. 
Rashi (Zevahim 68b and 84a) explains that this means 
that the offering became disqualified only after entering 
the Temple courtyard. Tosafot (Zevahim 68b) reject this 
interpretation and cite alternative opinions, which result 
from different interpretations of the mishna (Zevahim 
84a). One opinion is that such disqualifications refer to 
an item that was sanctified by a service vessel and there- 
after became disqualified. This includes the knife used to 
slaughter an animal offering, which is also considered a 
service vessel. 
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The Gemara elaborates: The mishna on Zevahim 66b, which deals 
with bird offerings that were disqualified for having he nape of their 
necks pinched or their blood sprinkled in the wrong place, teaches: 
And all of the offerings mentioned in that mishna do not render 
one who swallows their meat ritually impure to the extent that his 
garments are rendered impure when it is in the throat.“ Although 
the offering is disqualified, since the nape of its neck was pinched 
as part of the rite one is not rendered impure by swallowing an 
olive-bulk of its meat, as is the halakha with regard to a carcass of a 
kosher bird. And one who derives benefit from these offerings is 
liable for misusing them." 


This is the halakha concerning all bird offerings, except for the bird 
sin offering that one performed below the red line, according to 
the procedure of a bird sin offering, and for the sake of a sin 
offering. Since it was sacrificed correctly, its meat is permitted to 
the priests and is no longer subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


And it is taught in another mishna (Zevahim 68b) with regard to 
the same disqualified bird offerings: For any one of them whose 
disqualification occurred in the sacred area," i.e., the Temple 
courtyard, e.g. if the nape of its neck was pinched at night, it does 
not render the garments of one who swallows it impure when 
the meat is in the throat. And for any one of them whose disquali- 
fication did not take place in the sacred area," it does render the 
garments of one who swallows it impure when the meat is in 
the throat. 


And it is taught in yet another mishna (Zevahim 84a): With regard 
to any offering whose disqualification took place in the sacred 
area, the sacred area renders the offering acceptable, and if such 
offerings ascended onto the altar they shall not descend." The first 
mishna establishes that birds disqualified because their rites were 
performed in the wrong place are subject to the halakhot of misuse. 
The second mishna teaches that these same birds are considered 
items whose disqualification occurred in the sacred area. The last 
mishna establishes that if items whose disqualification occurred in 
the sacred area ascend the altar, they do not descend. By citing all 
these mishnayot, Rav Yosef demonstrates that an offering that is 
slaughtered in the wrong place is not removed from the altar, con- 
trary to Rabba’s opinion. The Gemara concludes: The refutation of 
the opinion of Rabba is indeed a conclusive refutation. 


HALAKHA 


All of them do not render one ritually impure to the extent 
that his garments are rendered impure when it is in the 
throat - my ban may ota DAVA pr 72: In the case of a 
sacrificial bird which became disqualified by virtue of the fact that 
it was improperly sacrificed or sacrificed in the wrong area, it does 
not render one who swallows it ritually impure when it is in the 
throat, unlike a regular case of a carcass of a bird. This halakha is 
in accordance with the mishna on Zevahim 68a (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:9). 


Misusing them - ja pwin: A bird sin offering or bird burnt 
offering which became disqualified because it was improperly 
sacrificed or sacrificed in the wrong area is subject to the halakhot 
of misuse, in accordance with the mishna on Zevahim 66b. The 
exception to this ruling is a bird burnt offering whose rite was 
performed at the lower portion of the altar like a bird sin offering, 
for the sake of a bird sin offering. Although it does not satisfy the 
owner's obligation, it is not subject to the halakhot of misuse. 
This is due to the fact that its name, method of sacrifice, and 
place were changed to that of an offering which is not subject 
to the halakhot of misuse. This halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua in the mishna on Zevahim 66b 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:7). 


Any one of them whose disqualification occurred in the sacred 
area - wpa rps maw bs: With regard to any bird offering 
whose disqualification took place in the sacred area, e.g., it was 
improperly sacrificed or sacrificed in the wrong place in the 
Temple courtyard, it does not render one who swallows it ritually 
impure when it is in the throat, unlike a regular case of a carcass 
of a bird (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:9). 


Any one of them whose disqualification did not take place 
in the sacred area - WIpa taps mI xow bp: If a bird offer- 
ing's disqualification did not occur in the sacred area, e.g., it was 
pinched and found to be a tereifa, then the pinching does not 
remove the status of impurity that a carcass normally confers, i.e., 
hat one who swallows it is rendered ritually impure. This ruling 
is in accordance with the ruling of the mishna on Zevahim 68b 
Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:12). 


f such offerings ascended the altar they shall not descend — 
ay x by Ox: With regard to any offering whose disqualification 

ook place i in the sacred area, the sacred area renders the offering 

acceptable, and if it ascended onto the altar it shall not descend. 
But if it did descend, it shall no longer ascend, as it is unfit (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:8). 
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NBD ADP AN na 7a hot xm § The Gemara notes: And that matter with regard to which Rabba 
YDK on KT NYb sb mb and Rav Yosef disagree is obvious to Rabbi Elazar, as Rabbi 
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Elazar says: In the case of a burnt offering consecrated to be sac- 
rificed on a personal altar," during the period when it is permitted 


to do so, that one brought inside the Temple courtyard, 


Personal altar — pr? maa: Personal altars are places designated 
or sacrificing offerings outside of the Tabernacle or the Temple. 
Before the Tabernacle was built, it was permitted for anyone to 
sacrifice offerings upon personal altars wherever they wished. 
Once the Tabernacle was established, personal altars were pro- 
hibited. This prohibition was in effect during the Jewish people's 
sojourn in the wilderness. When they entered Eretz Yisrael and 
came to Gilgal, personal altars were permitted. After they came 
o Shiloh and a permanent altar was established there, the 


Perek I 
Daf3 Amud b 


NOTES 


personal altars were once again prohibited (see Zevahim 112b). 
Rabbi Shimon maintains that during the period of the Tabernacle 
in Shiloh such altars were permitted (see Zevahim 119a). Follow- 
ing the destruction of the Tabernacle in Shiloh, during the era 
of Nov and Gibeon, the altars were again permitted. Then, after 
the Temple was established in Jerusalem, personal altars became 
permanently prohibited (Zevahim 112b). During the period when 
personal altars were permitted, this permission applied even 
outside of Eretz Yisrael. 


121 bab nixnn mobp it is admitted by the partitions of the courtyard for all matters; 
and from that point onward it has the status of a burnt offering 
sacrificed in the Temple with regard to all halakhot. 


vm) ma nbiy awy %11 "va The Gemara continues: In this regard, Rabbi Elazar asks: In the 


PTD ama ty Apes AZW 


case of a burnt offering consecrated to be sacrificed ona personal 


altar that one brought into the Temple courtyard and it was ren- 
dered unfit for sacrifice, e.g., it was slaughtered in the south rather 
than its proper place in the north, if its limbs ascended the altar 
to be sacrificed, what is the halakha as to whether they should 
descend? Although the animal was disqualified due to the change 
in location, had it been slaughtered in the south on a personal altar 
it would not have been disqualified. 


TPN Shan - xm mb NYDN The Gemara concludes: From the fact that Rabbi Elazar asked this 


INDY ATID NS TID N HY KENDA 


question only with regard to this one case, one can conclude that 


in the other case, where the burnt offering was consecrated for 
sacrifice in the Temple, the halakha of the limbs that ascended the 
altar is obvious to him. He either holds that the halakha is that 
they are removed from the altar, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabba, or he maintains that they are sacrificed, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Yosef. 


Fig KWI XIN INI KIN The Gemara rejects this inference, as it is possible that Rabbi Elazar 
"was actually uncertain with regard to that case as well; but he 
raises one dilemma asa result of the other. In other words, Rabbi 
Elazar was asking two questions, one predicated on the other, and 
the second question is valid regardless of whether he holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabba or Rav Yosef. 


by ON ON 731 WX xb (X3 ty The Gemara elaborates: Even if Rabbi Elazar holds in accordance 
MPN AYN TY with the opinion of Rabba, that in a regular case the limbs are 
ues *™ removed from the altar, one can claim that Rabba says that if the 
limbs ascend the altar they shall descend only there, i.e., if the 
burnt offering was consecrated for sacrifice in the Temple. In that 
case, the owner consecrated the offering with the intention of 
sacrificing it within the partition of the courtyard, where slaughter- 
ing is performed properly, in the north. 


Topp xb - Maps xy Topp Consequently, if it was slaughtered in the south, that renders the 
en "offering entirely disqualified, and therefore even if it ascended the 
altar it must descend. But in a case where he consecrated the offer- 
ing in order to sacrifice it improperly on a personal altar, slaughter- 
ing it in the south does not render the offering entirely disquali- 

fied, and therefore if it ascends the altar it does not descend. 
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BACKGROUND 


Shall stand unresolved [teiku] - 15: Various explana- 
tions have been suggested with regard to the etymology 
of this term. One explanation is that teiku is an abbreviated 
form of the word tikom, meaning let it stand. Alternatively, 
its source is the word tik, meaning a case or pouch. Just 
as upon seeing a case or pouch one is unsure of its con- 
tents, so too, the word teiku is used in a situation where a 
resolution is unknown, as though it were hidden inside 
a case (Arukh). Although not the literal meaning, some 
suggest that the term teiku is an allusion to the acrostic 
for the Hebrew phrase Tishbi yetaretz kushyot uveayot, or: 
The Tishbite, i.e., Elijah the prophet, will resolve questions 
and dilemmas (Tosefot Yom Tov). This is a reference to the 
legendary idea that when Elijah returns to his people to 
announce the advent of the Messiah, he will also reveal 
the solutions to certain outstanding halakhic difficulties. 


HALAKHA 
Of offerings of lesser sanctity — op mwpa: If offer- 
ings of lesser sanctity were rendered piggul, their sacrificial 
portions are not subject to the halakhot of misuse, even if 
their blood was sprinkled (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Meiila 3:3). 


And its forty accompanying loaves were outside the 
wall - minh yn maT: If one slaughtered a thanks offer- 
ing while its accompanying bread was outside the wall 
of Beit Pagei, the bread is not sanctified. If the bread is 
merely outside the Temple courtyard, it is sanctified. This 
halakha is in accordance with the ruling of the mishna and 
Gemara on Menahot 78b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:16). 


If he slaughtered the thanks offering before the surface 
of the loaves formed a crust in the oven — sow waone 
nana 135 1277: If one slaughtered a thanks offering before 
the surface of the loaves formed a crust in the oven, or even 
if all of them formed a crust except for one of them, the 
bread is not sanctified. This ruling is in accordance with the 
ruling of the mishna on Menahot 78b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:17). 


Beyond its designated time and it was rendered piggul 
or outside its designated area - anipay ym mtd yn: 
If a priest slaughtered a thanks offering with the intent 
to partake of it or to burn the portions consumed on the 
altar beyond its designated time or outside its designated 
area, and the offering was rendered piggul or disqualified, 
respectively, the loaves are considered to be consecrated. 
This halakha is in accordance with the ruling of the mishna 
on Menahot 78b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 12:18). 
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Or perhaps, the opposite is the case: Even according to the opin- 
ion of Rav Yosef, who said that if it ascends the altar it shall not 
descend, that halakha applies only in a case where the owner con- 
secrated the offering in order to sacrifice it within the partition of 
the courtyard, in which case it was consecrated properly. In such 
an instance, the offering is admitted by the partitions of the court- 
yard, and therefore even in a case where it was disqualified, if it 
ascended the altar it does not descend. By contrast, in a case where 
he consecrated it in order to sacrifice it improperly on a personal 
altar, the offering is not admitted at all by the partitions of the 
courtyard, which means that even if it ascends the altar it must 
descend. The Gemara concludes that the dilemma shall stand 
unresolved [teiku].° 


§ With regard to the misuse of offerings that were rendered unfit, 
Rav Giddel says that Rav said: Sprinkling the blood of an offering 
with the intent to consume it after its appointed time [piggul], in 
a case where there was piggul intent during the slaughter as well, 
does not remove the meat of the offering from the status of being 
subject to the halakhot of misuse, in the case of offerings of the 
most sacred order. The reason is that its meat is still classified as 


“the sacred items of the Lord” (Leviticus 5:15), since there was no 


proper sprinkling that permitted the priests to partake of the offer- 
ing, as it is piggul. Similarly, this sprinkling does not bring the 
sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity" into the status 
of being subject to the halakhot of misuse, as only a valid sprinkling 
confers that status. 


The Gemara relates that Abaye sat and related this halakha, which 
Rav Giddel said that Rav said. Rav Pappa raised an objection to 
Abaye from a mishna (Menahot 78b): With regard to one who 
slaughters the thanks offering in its proper place inside the Tem- 
ple courtyard, and at that time, its forty accompanying loaves were 
outside the wall, ™ where it is prohibited to partake of the loaves, 
the loaves are not sanctified by this slaughtering. 


Likewise, if he slaughtered the thanks offering before the surface 
of the loaves formed a crust in the oven," and this is the halakha 
even if the surface of all the loaves formed a crust except for one 
of them, the loaves are not sanctified, even those that had already 
formed a crust. If the priest slaughtered the thanks offering with 
the intent to partake of it or to burn the portions consumed on the 
altar beyond its designated time and it was thereby rendered piggul, 
or outside its designated area" and was disqualified, the loaves are 
sanctified and are subject to the halakhot of misuse. This is presum- 
ably the case even ifhe also sprinkled the blood with piggul intent, 
as the mishna does not differentiate in this regard. 


The Gemara explains the objection: Evidently, sprinkling the blood 
of offerings of lesser sanctity with the intent of piggul subjects 
offerings of lesser sanctity to the halakhot of misuse. This appar- 
ently contradicts the opinion that Abaye stated that Rav Giddel said 
that Rav said. Abaye was silent, and was unable to resolve the 
difficulty against Rav’s statement. 


NOTES 


Outside the wall - mainh yim: The Sages disagree as to what 
this expression is referring to (Menahot 78b). Reish Lakish states 
that it is referring to an area outside of the courtyard walls, 
whereas Rabbi Yohanan maintains that it is referring to an area 
outside of the wall of Beit Pagei. The commentaries disagree 
as to the identity of Beit Pagei. Some explain that this is the 


and Sanhedrin 14b). Others contend that it is the area inside of 
the wall of the Temple Mount (Rashi on Menahot 78b, citing his 
teachers). Alternatively, it is a specific area that was designated 
for the baking of meal offerings, which was adjacent to the wall 
of the Temple Mount (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, 
Menahot 7:3). 


outskirts of the wall of Jerusalem (Rashi on Pesahim 63b, Sota 45a, 
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When Abaye came before Rabbi Abba and reported Rav Pappa’s 
comments, Rabbi Abba said to Abaye: That is not a difficulty, as Rav 
Giddel said that the intent of piggul during sprinkling does not 
subject offerings of lesser sanctity to the halakhot of misuse. Since 
the offering is rendered full-fledged piggul and is disqualified, it 
cannot become subject to the halakhot of misuse. By contrast, the 
mishna in Menahot is referring specifically to the intent of piggul 
during slaughtering, whereas there was no such intent during sprin- 
kling. In such a case, the sprinkling was performed with proper 
intent, and therefore it subjects the offering to the halakhot of misuse. 


Rav Ashi said to Rava, with regard to this explanation of Rav Gid- 
del’s statement: But doesn’t Ulla say: In the case of a handful that 

is piggul, which is unfit for sacrifice, that was brought up onto the 

altar to be sacrificed and was burned by the fire of the altar, its piggul 

status lapsed from it, and it is fit for sacrifice? 


And since the removal of the handful in the case of the meal offering 
is the same as slaughtering" animal offerings, i.e. it is the equivalent 
rite, and in this case the improper intent during the removal of the 
handful rendered the meal offering piggul, the same should apply 
to slaughtering in the case of an animal offering: The sacrificial 
portions of the offerings of lesser sanctity should be rendered full- 
fledged piggul by slaughtering alone with the intent of piggul, regard- 
less of the intent during sprinkling. Ifso, Rabbi Abba’s answer above 
is incorrect. 


Rava said to Rav Ashi: This is not a difficulty, as Ulla did not mean 
that the intent during the removal of the handful alone rendered the 
meal offering full-fledged piggul. Rather, he meant that a prohibited 
act was performed upon it which brings it to a status of piggul, but 
the full status of piggul is attained only if there is also improper intent 
at the time of the sacrificing of the handful, which is equivalent to 
sprinkling in the case of an animal. 


With regard to Rava’s answer to Rav Ashi, the Gemara objects: But 
didn’t Ulla teach in justification of his opinion: If the taking of this 
handful brings others, i.e., the remainder of the meal offering, into 
a status of piggul, by means of the intent to consume it after its 
appointed time, with regard to the handful itself, is it not all the 
more so that it should be rendered piggul by this intent? If so, the 
same should likewise apply in the case of an offering of lesser sanc- 
tity that was slaughtered with the intent to consume it after its 
appointed time, i.e., it should be rendered piggul by this intent alone, 
regardless of intent during sprinkling. 


The Gemara explains: This is not difficult, as in this instance, as well, 
Ulla did not mean that it is full-fledged piggul by intent with regard 
to the taking of the handful alone. Rather, he meant that a prohib- 
ited act was performed upon it which brings it to a status of piggul, 
but the full status of piggul is attained only if there is also an improper 
intent at the time of the sacrificing of the handful. 


NOTES 


And removal of the handful in the case of the meal 
offering is the same as slaughtering — 17 P% 
mwmw: There are different interpretations of this pas- 
sage. Some commentaries claim that the issue is whether 
the intent of piggul at the time of slaughtering alone is 
sufficient to render the offering full-fledged piggul, or 
whether the offering is rendered full-fledged piggu! only 
if there was such intent at the time of sprinkling of the 
blood (Rashi; Keren Ora). According to the conclusion of 
the Gemara, there is no distinction between slaughtering 
and sprinkling (see Tosafot 4a). By contrast, some later 
commentaries maintain that the distinction stands even 
according to the conclusion of the Gemara (Zevah Toda). 
This issue is further analyzed by the commentaries (see 
Yosef Da‘at). 

Others contend that the issue is whether the offer- 
ing attains the piggul status immediately upon the initial 
intention, despite the fact that the liability to receive karet 
for eating it applies only from when its blood is sprinkled, 
or whether the offering is rendered piggul at all only 
when its blood is sprinkled (Tosafot). According to this 
explanation, there is no difference between a case where 
the offering was merely slaughtered with the intent to 
consume it after its appointed time and where the other 
sacrificial acts were also performed with that intent. It can 
be inferred from the Gemara in several places that in a 
case where one slaughtered with the intent to consume 
the offering after its appointed time and then sprinkled 
the blood properly, if someone ate from that offering, he 
would be liable to receive karet (Keren Ora; see Hazon Ish). 
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—— NOTES 
But doesn't Ilfa say - xan ‘wax: Some explain that this 
question is referring to IIfa’s basic halakha, which distin- 
guishes between two sacrificial rites and one. If, as Rav Gid- 


del maintains, the intent o 
the sprinkling of the blood 


piggul is effective only during 
and not during slaughtering, it 


is always a case of one rite and therefore Ilfa’s distinction 


is irrelevant. According to t 
answer is that at the time 
effective retroactively from 


his interpretation, the Gemara’s 
of the sprinkling the piggul is 
the time of the intention, and 


therefore the order of the in 


entions is significant (Tosafot). 
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There is a dispute in a mishna (Zevahim 29b) with regard to two 
consecutive improper intentions. Rabbi Yehuda maintains that if 
there first was intent to partake of an offering or to burn the portions 
consumed on the altar beyond its designated time, which renders 
it piggul and therefore one who consumes it would be liable to 
receive karet, and then there was intent to perform that act outside 
its designated area, which merely disqualifies the offering, it is piggul. 
But if the order is reversed, it is merely disqualified. The Rabbis rule 
that in either case it is only disqualified. With that mishna in mind, 
Ravina said to Rav Ashi: But doesn’t Ilfa say:" This disagreement 
applies in a case where the different intentions occurred during the 
performance of two different sacrificial rites? 


Ilfa elaborated: For example, if one said: I am hereby slaughtering 
the first one of the organs that must be severed in ritual slaughter, 
i.e. either the trachea or the esophagus, with the intention of con- 
suming the offering beyond its designated time; and he then 
slaughtered its second organ with the intention of consuming it 
outside its designated area, then these halakhot apply. But if both 
intentions occurred in the course of one rite, e.g., during the slaugh- 
tering of the same organ, then everyone, including Rabbi Yehuda, 
agrees that this constitutes a mixture of intentions, and the offer- 
ing is not rendered piggul. This example indicates that slaughtering 
alone with intent beyond its designated time renders the offering 
piggul, contrary to the opinion of Rav Giddel. 


Rav Ashi answered Ravina: Indeed, Rav Giddel agrees with this 
ruling. Although he maintains that slaughtering alone does not 
render an offering piggul, nevertheless, he agrees that when the 
blood is sprinkled afterward with piggul intent, it will be revealed 
whether there was piggul intent in the course of one rite or two rites. 
Consequently, if both intentions occurred during one sacrificial rite, 
everyone agrees that the offering is not piggul, despite the fact that 
the sprinkling was performed with piggul intent. But if the two 
intentions took place during two different sacrificial rites, then the 
question of whether it is piggul or merely disqualified is subject to 
the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis. Yet, the offering 
cannot be established as piggul until after the sprinkling. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But if so, with regard to a thanks 
offering, where it is stated that if the priest slaughtered it with the 
intent to partake of it or to burn the portions consumed on the altar 
beyond its designated time, then the loaves are sanctified (see 3b), 
the intention only at the time of the slaughtering should also not 
render the offering piggul until the blood is sprinkled. Since the 
mishna is apparently referring to a regular case of piggul, it must be 
speaking of a situation where the sprinkling was also performed 
with the piggul intent, which is how Ilfa explained the mishna on 
Zevahim 29b. If so, according to Rav Giddel, who maintains that 
slaughtering with the intent of piggul does not bring offerings of 
lesser sanctity into the status of being subject to the halakhot of 
misuse, how could the loaves be considered sanctified? 


The Gemara explains: What does the mishna mean when it says that 
the loaves are considered sanctified? It does not mean that they are 
sanctified in the sense that they are subject to the halakhot of misuse. 
Rather, it means that they are sanctified to the extent that they have 
the possibility to be disqualified, to the extent that they require 
burning afterward. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita supports 
the opinion of Rav Giddel: With regard to an offering that is piggul, 
one who derives benefit from it is always liable for misuse of con- 
secrated property. Does this not mean that the meat of an offering 
of the most sacred order is subject to the halakhot of misuse even 
though its blood was sprinkled with the intent to partake of it or 
to burn the portions consumed on the altar beyond its designated 
time? And if so, this supports Rav Giddel’s opinion. 
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The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, one cannot cite a proof 
from this baraita, as it is possible that the baraita is referring to a 
case where the priest did not yet sprinkle the blood, and that is 
why the offering is subject to the halakhot of misuse. But once the 
blood is sprinkled with improper intent, the offering is no longer 
subject to the halakhot of misuse. The Gemara asks: If the baraita 
is dealing with a case where the priest did not yet sprinkle the 
blood, what is the purpose of stating it? Certainly before its blood 
is sprinkled the offering is included in the category of “the sacred 
items of the Lord,’ and is subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


The Gemara suggest an alternative reason for rejecting the sugges- 
tion: Rather, the baraita is actually referring to a case where the 
blood was sprinkled. But nevertheless, it does not support Rav 
Giddel’s opinion, as when that baraita is taught, it is referring to a 
burnt offering.’ A burnt offering is always subject to the halakhot 
of misuse even after its blood is sprinkled, as it is never permitted 
to the priests in consumption. The Gemara raises a difficulty: If the 
ruling of the baraita is stated with regard to a burnt offering, then 
it is obvious that it is still subject to the halakhot of misuse, as it 
entirely belongs to the Most High, i.e., the entire offering is burned 
on the altar and none of it is consumed by the owners or priests. 


And furthermore, one may cite proof for the opinion of Rav Giddel 
from that baraita, as the latter clause of the baraita teaches: If its 
blood was left overnight instead of being sprinkled on the altar on 
the day it was slaughtered, even though the priest later sprinkled 
it on the following day, nevertheless, one who derives benefit from 
it is liable for misuse of consecrated property. 


The Gemara analyzes this statement of the baraita: Granted, if you 
say that the baraita is referring to a sin offering, then it is well. Since 
the blood was disqualified for sprinkling by being left overnight, it 
does not become permitted to the priests even after the blood is 
sprinkled, and is therefore subject to the halakhot of misuse. But if 
the blood had not been left overnight, the offering would not be 
subject to the halakhot of misuse, as the sprinkling would have 
removed the sin offering from that category due to the fact that it 
became permitted for the priests. 


But if you say that the baraita is referring to a burnt offering, does 
it need to be said that it is still subject to the halakhot of misuse? A 
burnt offering remains subject to the halakhot of misuse even if the 
blood had not been left overnight and the sprinkling was performed 
properly, as it never becomes permitted to the priests. 


The Gemara comments: The latter clause of the baraita certainly 
supports the opinion of Rav Giddel, as it clearly shows that an unfit 
sprinkling does not remove an offering from being subject to the 
halakhot of misuse. But with regard to the first clause of the baraita, 
what does it teach" concerning the opinion of Rav Giddel? Is it 
reasonable to say that since the latter clause of the baraita supports 
the opinion of Rav Giddel, the earlier clause, which states that 
piggul is always subject to the halakhot of misuse, also supports 
his opinion? 


BACKGRO 


UND 


Burnt offering - ay: A burnt offering is an offering whose 
flesh is totally consumed on the altar in the Temple, and 
no part other than the animal's hide is given to the priests. 
A burnt offering may be brought from male cattle, sheep, 


goats, or doves. Private individuals generally bring 


offering as a gift offering. Yet, 
it is sacrificed to atone for the 
a positive mitzva or for immor 
Additionally, there are certain si 


his 
here are occasions when 
willful non-fulfillment of 
al or idolatrous thoughts. 
uations where individuals 


are required to bring a burnt off 


ering together with other 


offerings. Burnt offerings are sacrifices of the most sacred 


order. They must be slaughtere 


of the Temple courtyard and their blood is sprinkled at 


d in the northern portion 
he 


two opposite corners of the altar, i.e., the northeastern and 


southwestern corners. Consequ 


ently, although the blood 


is sprinkled only twice, it reaches all four sides of the altar. 


Afterward, the animal's hide is removed and given to 


priests, and its limbs are separa 


blood is then poured out at the base of the altar and 


limbs are sacrificed on the altar. 


he 
he 
he 


ted. The remainder of 


NOTES 
The latter clause certainly supports, but the first clause 


what does it teach — xa KUT mb yp NT KDD: The 


commentaries disagree as to the interpretation of this 
Gemara. Some interpret it to mean that the latter clause of 
the baraita is certainly referring to a sin offering, as it states: 


Even though the priest later spri 
sprinkling has the potential to 


nkled it. This indicates that 
remove the offering from 


having the status of being subject to the halakhot of misuse 
under certain conditions. This is correct only with regard to 


a sin offering and the like, not a 


burnt offering. By contrast, 


in the first clause there is no mention of this detail, and 
therefore it is open to interpretation (Hok Natan). 
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NOTES 


What is the difference — x3 *x12: The early commentar- 
ies explain that this distinction between a disqualification 
which involves an action, e.g., leaving overnight, and 
a disqualification that is merely the result of intention, 
such as piggul, is relevant only with regard to a penalty 
imposed by the Sages: The Sages ruled that the sprinkling 
of the blood does not remove the offering from the status 
of being subject to the halakhot of misuse specifically in 
a case of disqualification which involves an action, not 
when the disqualification is merely the result of intention 
(Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rashi). 


Where it is performed in relation to an action - X77 
opa Pay: There are various explanations for this phrase, 
which literally means: Where it is performed by direct 
action. This is puzzling, as leaving blood overnight is a 
passive action, rather than a direct one. Consequently, it 
is technically a prohibition that does not involve an action 
(see Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:7; 
Maharsham). Some explain that the Gemara means that 
disqualification by being left overnight is associated with 
the lack of a required action, i.e., it is the failure to take 
proper action, as the priest failed to sprinkle the blood 
on the altar as required. By contrast, the disqualification 
of piggul is purely a function of improper intent (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


An offering of the most sacred order that is piggul, one 
who derives benefit from it is liable for misuse — Dipan 
ja povin DT Tp: Offerings of the most sacred order 
a were disqualified before their blood was sprinkled 
properly on the altar remain permanently subject to mis- 
use, as they never had a period of fitness. This halakha 
is in accordance with the mishna on 2a (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 3:1). 


Offerings of lesser sanctity is clear-cut - obp DoT 
mb Xda: Offerings of lesser sanctity are never subject 
to the halakhot of misuse, except for their sacrificial por- 
tions after the blood of the offering has been sprinkled 
properly. In the case of offerings of lesser sanctity which 
were piggul before their blood was sprinkled, or whose 
blood was removed from the Temple courtyard and then 
brought back and sprinkled, the sacrificial portions are not 
subject to the halakhot of misuse (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Mela 3:3). 
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The Gemara rejects this suggestion: It is not even certain that the 

latter clause supports Rav Giddel, as it is possible that although the 

sprinkling of blood that was left overnight does not remove an offer- 
ing from being subject to the halakhot of misuse, nevertheless, sprin- 
kling after piggul does achieve this. The Gemara clarifies: What is 

the difference’ between the two cases? The difference is with regard 

to leaving the blood overnight, where it is performed in relation 

to an action," i.e., the priest failed to act in the proper manner, sprin- 
kling the blood is not effective to remove the offering from the 

status of being subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


By contrast, in the case of sprinkling after piggul, where the disquali- 
fication is merely a function of intent, which is not performed in 
relation to an action, perhaps sprinkling the blood is effective to 
remove the offering from the status of being subject to the halakhot 
of misuse. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this baraita supports the 
opinion of Rav Giddel: With regard to an offering of the most 
sacred order that is piggul, one who derives benefit from it is liable 
for misuse" of consecrated property. Does this not mean that it is 
subject to the halakhot of misuse even though the priest sprinkled 
its blood, and if so this baraita supports Rav Giddel’s opinion? The 
Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, one cannot cite a proof from 
this baraita, as it is possible that it is referring to a case where the 
priest did not yet sprinkle the blood. 


The Gemara asks: But if that is so, what, then, is the halakha if the 
priest did sprinkle the blood? Is the halakha indeed that one is not 
liable for misusing it? If so, why is it taught in the latter clause of 
the baraita: Unlike an offering of the most sacred order, in the case 
of an offering of lesser sanctity, one who derives benefit from it is 
not liable for misuse of consecrated property? 


The Gemara explains the difficulty: If there is a difference between 
whether or not the priest sprinkled the blood, let the baraita distin- 
guish and teach the distinction in the first clause, with regard to 
the case of offerings of the most sacred order itself, as follows: 
Before the sprinkling of the blood one is liable for misusing the 
offering, but after the sprinkling of the blood one is not liable for 
misusing it. It is not necessary to mention offerings of lesser sanctity 
at all. The Gemara concludes: That statement in the latter clause of 
the baraita certainly supports Rav Giddel’s opinion. 


The Gemara suggests: Shall we say that since the latter clause sup- 
ports the opinion of Rav Giddel, the first clause also supports his 
opinion? The Gemara again answers that even the latter clause does 
not necessarily support the opinion of Rav Giddel, as one can 
explain that the reason the baraita distinguishes between offerings 
of the most sacred order and offerings of lesser sanctity, rather than 
providing a distinction within the category of offerings of the most 
sacred order itself, is that the case of offerings of lesser sanctity is 
clear-cut," i.e., all cases of offerings of lesser sanctity that are piggul 
are not subject to the halakhot of misuse. By contrast, here in the 
case of offerings of the most sacred order, it is not clear-cut, as there 
is a difference depending on the sprinkling of the blood. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehoshua said a principle with 
regard to misuse of disqualified sacrificial animals: With regard to 
any sacrificial animal that had a period of fitness to the priests 
before it was disqualified, one is not liable for misusing it. Misuse 
fundamentally applies to items consecrated to God, which are not 
permitted for human consumption at all. Once the offering was 
permitted for consumption by the priests, it is no longer in that 
category. And with regard to any sacrificial animal that did not 
have a period of fitness for the priests before it was disqualified, 
one is liable for misusing it, as it remained consecrated to God 
throughout. 
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The mishna clarifies: Which is the sacrificial animal that had a 
period of fitness for the priests? This category includes a sacrificial 
animal whose meat remained overnight after it was properly sacri- 
ficed, and was therefore disqualified as notar, and one that was dis- 
qualified when it became ritually impure after it was properly sac- 
rificed, and one that left the Temple courtyard after it was properly 
sacrificed and was thereby disqualified. All of these disqualifications 
transpired after consumption of the sacrificial meat was permitted, 
and therefore one who derives benefit from these offerings is not 
liable for misuse. 


And which is the sacrificial animal that did not have a period of 
fitness for the priests? It is a sacrificial animal that was slaughtered 
with the intent to partake of it or sprinkle its blood or sacrifice its 
sacrificial portions beyond its designated time, or outside its des- 
ignated area, or one that those unfit for Temple service collected 
and sprinkled its blood. All of these disqualifications occurred 
before consumption of the sacrificial meat was permitted by means 
of the sprinkling of the blood. Therefore, these offerings remain 
consecrated to God and one is liable for misuse if one derives benefit 
from them. 


With regard to this matter, the Gemara relates that bar Kappara said 
to bar Pedat: My sister’s son, look into the topic of the question 
that you will ask me tomorrow in the study hall. The question 
involved the interpretation of Rabbi Yehoshua’s statement: Any 
sacrificial animal that had a period of fitness to the priests. Was it 
fitness of slaughtering that we learned, i.e., provided that it was 
slaughtered properly, even if the offering was later disqualified, it is 
no longer subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


Or was it fitness of sprinkling of the blood that we learned, i.e., once 

the blood is ready to be sprinkled, even if it was not sprinkled yet, 
the offering is no longer subject to the halakhot of misuse? Or was it 
fitness of consuming the meat of the offering that we learned?" In 

other words, is it only after the blood was actually sprinkled properly, 
and the meat of the offering is permitted to be consumed by the 

priests, that the offering is no longer subject to the halakhot of mis- 
use? The Gemara cites the different opinions with regard to this 

matter: Hizkiyya says: It was fitness of slaughtering that we learned, 
whereas Rabbi Yohanan says: It was fitness of consuming the meat 
of the offering that we learned. 


The Gemara further discusses this matter. Rabbi Zeira says: The 
mishna is not precisely in accordance with the opinion of Hizkiyya 
nor precisely in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, i.e., 
a close reading of the mishna does not conform to either of their 
interpretations of the phrase: A period of fitness. 


Rabbi Zeira elaborates: We learned in the mishna, in its list of 
examples of offerings that were disqualified after a period of fitness: 
A sacrificial animal that remained overnight after its blood was 
sacrificed on the altar and was therefore disqualified as notar, and 
one that was disqualified when it became ritually impure, and one 
that left the Temple courtyard and was thereby disqualified. Isn’t 
the case of remaining overnight referring to a situation where the 
blood remained overnight and was not sprinkled after it was col- 
lected in a cup? And yet the mishna teaches: One is not liable for 
misusing it, as there was a period of fitness. 


HALAKHA 

Fitness of consuming the meat of the offering that 

we learned - 320 TP% am: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, that when 

Rabbi Yehoshua referred to a period of fitness, he meant 
fitness of consuming the meat of the offering, i.e., only 

when the blood was actually sprinkled properly (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:1). 
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NOTES 

Require laundering - D3 yw: This is referring to a 
unique halakha which applies to the blood of an animal 
sin offering that is still in the service vessel in which it 
was collected after it was slaughtered. If this blood is 
sprayed upon a garment before it was sprinkled on the 
altar, the garment must be laundered in water in the 
Temple courtyard. 


HALAKHA 


A disqualified sin offering, its blood does not require 
laundering - pia pyy m7 py Mops nsen: The blood 
of a disqualified sin offering does not cause a garment 
to require laundering, whether or not there had been a 
period of fitness. This halakha is in accordance with the 
mishna on Zevahim 92a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:3). 


284. 


ME ILA: PEREK I: SA + TAT PID 


AW AP AT AYA pow 


DW PTPR DTI Wa 177K? 
Ja phyin px app at 


nyw ad aa KDW son ioe spn 
rant yan memes - ots wisn 
PM Paws Hap apip? ym) 

ag Mg 


proa WAPWI xan PTOI 
xpet wy may - papa bap) 
rma 


mpi poa mbapT wh xbx 
ria poyin” anp Ww 


BIIO APY WT Aw yaw 


JET NRP N10 1 A? pp 
DDI PIT NTI A9? NDS 


PIDDI PYV ADT px Tips NKUN 
PATIN WDT NYY Ay ATY 
TWIST YY AD I KW 


wist nyw ab giaa NT TON 
iX NADY) mw - 799) 
myw 


And therefore, one can learn from the mishna that it was fitness of 
sprinkling of the blood that we learned. Since the slaughtering and 
collecting of the blood was performed properly, the offering is no 
longer subject to the halakhot of misuse, despite the fact that the 
blood was not actually sprinkled. This is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Hizkiyya or with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara rejects this conclusion: No, the mishna is not referring 
to a case where the blood had not been sprinkled. Rather, it is dealing 
with a case where the meat was left overnight, but the blood had 
already been sprinkled properly. It is due to this that the mishna 
teaches: One is not liable for misusing it, as there was a period of 
fitness of consuming the meat, as stated by Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara further analyzes Rabbi Yehoshua’s statement. We 
learned in the mishna: And which is the sacrificial animal that did 
not have a period of fitness for the priests? It is a sacrificial animal 
that was slaughtered with the intent to partake of it or sprinkle its 
blood beyond its designated time, or outside its designated area, or 
one that those who are unfit for Temple service collected its blood 
for use in the sacrificial rite and sprinkled its blood. 


What are the circumstances referred to in the mishna, with regard 
to people who are unfit for collecting and sprinkling the blood? If we 
say that the mishna is dealing with a case where the blood was both 
sprinkled by those who are unfit for Temple service and the blood 
was also collected by those who are unfit for Temple service, this is 
difficult: Why do I need to say that it is not disqualified until there 
are two actions, collecting and sprinkling, which were performed 
improperly? After all, the offering is disqualified as soon as those who 
are unfit for Temple service collect the blood. 


Rather, is it not referring to a case where the blood was collected 
by those who are unfit for Temple service but sprinkled by those 
who are fit? And the mishna thereby teaches us that it is only in this 
case that one is liable for misusing it. This is due to the fact that there 
was no period of fitness for sprinkling the blood. By contrast, had the 
blood been collected by those who are fit for Temple service, where 
the blood is fit for sprinkling, the offering would no longer be subject 
to the halakhot of misuse, even if it was sprinkled by those who are 
unfit for Temple service. 


If so, one can learn from the mishna that it is fitness of sprinkling 
of the blood that we learned. In other words, already at this stage the 
offering is no longer subject to the halakhot of misuse, despite the 
fact that the blood was not actually sprinkled. This is not in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Hizkiyya or the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 


Rav Yosef objects to this interpretation of the mishna: But if it 
enters your mind that there is a way to make this distinction in the 
mishna, between a case where the blood was collected by those who 
are unfit for Temple service and sprinkled by those who are fit and a 
situation where it was collected by those who are fit for Temple 
service and sprinkled by those who are unfit, then this would present 
a difficulty with regard to that which we learned in a mishna there 
(Zevahim 92a). 


The Gemara cites the relevant mishna: With regard to a disqualified 
sin offering, its blood does not cause a garment to require launder- 
ing’ whether the offering had a period of fitness when its blood 
was fit for presentation or whether it did not have a period of fitness. 
In either case, as the offering is currently unfit, its blood does not 
require laundering. 


The mishna proceeds to explain: Which offering is the disqualified 
sin offering that had a period of fitness and was then disqualified? 
It is one that was left overnight and then became disqualified as 
notar; or it is one that became ritually impure; or it is one that left 
the Temple courtyard. 
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Which offering is the disqualified sin offering that did not have a 
period of fitness? It is one that was slaughtered with the intent to 
eat it or present its blood beyond its designated time or outside its 
designated area; or it is one whose blood was collected by people 
disqualified for Temple service and they sprinkled its blood. 


Rav Yosef analyzes this mishna: What are the circumstances of the 
mishna’s case? If we say that the mishna is referring specifically to 
a situation where the blood was both collected by those who are 
unfit for Temple service and also sprinkled by those who are unfit 
for Temple service, and it is only in such a case that its blood does 
not cause a garment to require laundering, it may be inferred that 
if the blood was collected by those who are fit for Temple service 
and sprinkled by those who are unfit, or collected by those who are 
unfit and sprinkled by those who are fit, then its blood does cause 
a garment to require laundering. But this inference is difficult: It 
is not possible to interpret the mishna in such a manner, as that 
conclusion is incorrect. 


The Gemara explains why the above conclusion is untenable: Read 
here the verse that states, with regard to laundering a garment on 
which the blood of a sin offering was sprayed: “And if any of its 
blood is sprinkled on a garment, you shall wash that upon which 
it was sprinkled in a holy place” (Leviticus 6:20). The Sages infer 
from the verse that this halakha applies only to the blood of a sin 
offering that has not yet been sprinkled, and not to blood of a sin 
offering whose blood had already been sprinkled. Rather, one can 
conclude that the language of the mishna with regard to the topic 
of the blood of a sin offering is not exact, as the same halakha 
applies even if the blood was collected and sprinkled by those 
who are fit. 


If so, one can say that so too the mishna here is not exact, and 
therefore one cannot infer from it that the halakhot of misuse apply 
only when those who were unfit for Temple service collected the 
blood. Rather, the halakhot of misuse are in effect even if those who 
collected the blood were fit and those who sprinkled it were unfit, 
which means that the phrase: A period of fitness, can be referring 
to fitness of consuming the meat of the offering. Rav Asi said: Ifso, 
that the mishna is not exact, why do I need the tanna to teach two 
mishnayot in an inexact manner? It must be that at least one of them 
is taught in a precise fashion, and for that reason the same style was 
preserved in the other mishna. 


Rather, one must say that only one mishna is imprecise, i.e., the one 
in Zevahim with regard to the blood of a sin offering, and actually 
the mishna here with regard to misuse of consecrated property is 
precise, and therefore one can infer that the meaning of the phrase: 
A period of fitness, is fitness to sprinkle the blood. 
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- NOTES 
Teaches us that if those who are unfit for Te 


mple service 


collected some of the blood it renders - b yawn xp 
mip TDT: The early commentaries disagree whether this 
inference ultimately stands or whether it is rejected. Rashi 
maintains that it stands, and the offering remains subject 
to the halakhot of misuse only in a case where priests who 
were unfit for Temple service collected the blood. If a priest 
who was fit collected the blood, it is no longer subject to 
the halakhot of misuse. Indeed, there are early commentar- 
ies who maintain that the halakha is in accordance with 


the opinion that once the blood is ready to 


be sprinkled, 


the offering is no longer subject to the halakhot of misuse 


(Smag, positive mitzva 210). 


Leftovers - ov: In the context of the sacrificial blood 
service, this term is referring to the blood that remained 
after all of the requisite blood was presented on the altar. 
The blood that remained was poured on the base of the 
outer altar. There were two thin holes on the southwest 
corner of the altar, one to the west and the other to the 


south. The remaining blood of the inner sin 
the sin offerings whose rite was performe 
Sanctuary, such as the Yom Kippur bull an 
poured into the western hole. The remains o 


offerings, i.e., 
d within the 
d goat, were 
the blood of 


the outer sin offerings, i.e., the majority of sin offerings, so 


called because their rite was performed sole 
Sanctuary, whose blood was sprinkled on the 
as well as the remainder of the blood of o 
were poured into the southern hole. 


y outside the 
external altar, 
her offerings, 


All of this blood intermingled in the canal that passed 


through the Temple, from where it flowed 


o the Kidron 


River, which passed through the base of the Temple Mount. 
It was then sold to gardeners as fertilizer. It had to be pur- 
chased, so that they would not misuse consecrated prop- 


erty by rabbinic decree. By Torah law, blood 
to the halakhot of misuse. 


is not subject 


Priest pouring blood into the holes at the corner of the altar 
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And as for the mishna in Zevahim, which speaks of those who are 
unfit for collecting the blood despite the fact that the same halakha 
applies if those who are fit collected it, this is what it teaches us: 
That if those who are unfit for Temple service collected some of the 
blood, it renders" the blood, including that which he did not collect, 
as leftovers.’ The blood has the same status as the remainder of 
the blood of a fit offering after some of its blood was sprinkled on 
the altar. 


And consequently, it teaches with regard to a case where the blood 
was collected in two vessels, that even though the priest who was 
unfit collected the blood and sprinkled it, and a priest who was fit 
subsequently collected the blood and sprinkled it," the sprinkling 
of the fit priest is considered as though he did not do anything. What 
is the reason for this? The reason is that the blood is considered 
leftovers. 


The Gemara objects: But didn’t Reish Lakish ask Rabbi Yohanan: 
In the case of an individual unfit for Temple service who sprinkled 
the blood, what is the halakha with regard to the remaining blood? 
Does the fact that he sprinkled some of the blood render the 
remaining blood leftovers? 


And Rabbi Yohanan said to him in response: You do not have a 
matter of an invalid sprinkling that renders the remaining blood 
leftovers except for a case where he sprinkled the blood with the 
intent to consume the offering beyond its designated time or out- 
side its designated area. In these instances it is considered a signifi- 
cant sprinkling, since this sprinkling with improper intent effects 
acceptance, i.e., it is considered a valid sprinkling with regard to 
rendering the meat of the offering piggul. 


The Gemara analyzes Rabbi Yohanan’s statement: What, is it not the 
case that when he said that only piggul intent renders the blood 
leftovers, this is to the exclusion of a sprinkling performed by an 
unfit priest? If so, this would mean that an unfit priest does not 
render the remainder of the blood leftovers, which contradicts the 
opinion of Rav Asi. The Gemara rejects this inference: No, even an 
unfit priest renders the blood leftovers. 


The Gemara objects: But Rabbi Yohanan taught in a broad manner: 
You do not have a matter of an invalid sprinkling that renders the 
remaining blood leftovers except for a case where he sprinkled 
the blood with the intent to consume the offering beyond its desig- 
nated time or outside its designated area. Evidently, Rabbi Yohanan 
maintains that the blood is rendered leftovers only in those cases. 


The Gemara explains that this is what Rabbi Yohanan is teaching: 
You do not have a matter of an invalid sprinkling that does not effect 
acceptance in the case of offerings of the community, and yet which 
renders the remaining blood leftovers, except for a case where he 
sprinkled the blood with the intent to consume the offering beyond 
its designated time or outside its designated area. Although these 
offerings are not sacrificed, nevertheless the sprinklings render the 
blood leftovers. But Rabbi Yohanan was not referring to a ritually 
impure priest, who is fit to effect acceptance for offerings of the 
community in a case where the majority of the community is impure, 
as he does render the remainder of the blood leftovers. 


HALAKHA 
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The priest who was unfit collected and sprinkled it and a 
priest who was fit collected and sprinkled it - px) bapa bap 
pm wabapr: In a case where a priest who was unfit collected 
the blood and sprinkled it, if there is blood of the soul that 
remains in the animal, i.e., blood that flows from the place of 
slaughter as the animal dies, the priest fit for Temple service 
should again collect the blood and sprinkle it on the altar. The 


meat of the animal is not subject to the halakhot of misuse, 


because a priest who is not fit for Temple service does not 
render the remaining blood leftovers. An exception to this rule 


is the case of a priest who is ritually impure. This is due to the 
fact that he is fit for sacrificing a communal offering which is 
sacrificed in a state of impurity. Consequently, if a priest who 
was impure collected the blood, and a priest who was fit for 
Temple service subsequently collected the remaining blood of 
the soul and sprinkled it on the altar, the offering is unfit. This 
is due to the fact that this blood which the fit priest collected 
had been rendered leftovers and its sprinkling is ineffective 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 3:2 and Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:28). 
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By contrast, with regard to all other invalid sprinklings, which are 
not fit to effect acceptance in the case of offerings of the community, 
e.g, a blemished priest, they do not render the blood leftovers. 
Accordingly, Rav Asi’s comment, that the mishna in Zevahim teaches 
that if those who are unfit for Temple service collect some of the 
blood they thereby render the blood leftovers, is referring only to 
an impure priest. 


The Gemara further analyzes Rabbi Yehoshua’s phrase: That had a 
period of fitness to the priests. Come and hear a baraita: With 
regard to an offering of the most sacred order that is piggul, one who 
derives benefit from it is always liable for misuse of consecrated 


property. 


The Gemara analyzes this statement: Is this not referring to a case 
where the priest collected the blood but did not yet sprinkle it? If 
so, this would mean that it is specifically the collection of the blood 
after the intent of piggul that does not remove the offering from the 
halakhot of misuse. One can infer from here that if the blood was 
collected with the proper intent, i.e., when the offering is not piggul, 
and is ready to be sprinkled, it does remove the offering from the 
halakhot of misuse. Accordingly, conclude from the baraita that it 
is fitness of sprinkling of the blood that we learned in the mishna. 


The Gemara rejects this inference: No, one cannot cite a proof from 
here, as it is possible that the baraita is referring to a case where the 
priest already sprinkled the blood. Ifso, the reason that one is liable 
for misuse is because the sprinkling of piggul does not remove it 
from the halakhot of misuse. It can therefore be inferred from the 
baraita that if the offering was not piggul, then the sprinkling would 
remove it from misuse. This interpretation is in accordance with the 
opinion that when Rabbi Yehoshua referred to a period of fitness, 
he meant fitness of consuming the meat of the offering, i.e., only 
when the blood was sprinkled properly. 


And if so, what does the baraita mean when it states that one who 
derives benefit from an offering that is piggul always remains subject 
to the halakhot of misuse? This is what the baraita teaches us by this 
phrase, that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Giddel, as Rav Giddel said that Rav said: Sprinkling the blood of 
an offering with piggul intent does not remove the offering from 
the status of being subject to the halakhot of misuse, in the case of 
offerings of the most sacred order. And similarly, such a sprinkling 
does not bring the sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity 
into the status of being subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


The Gemara cites another source that might resolve the issue: Come 
and hear a baraita that can provide a proof with regard to the mean- 
ing of Rabbi Yehoshua’s statement about a period of fitness to the 
priests: Rabbi Shimon says that there is a case of notar, when the 
blood was left overnight and was rendered unfit, where one is liable 
for misusing the meat of the offering, and there is also a case of 
notar where one is not liable for misusing it." 


HALAKHA 


And there is also a case of notar where one is not liable for 
misusing it - 13 pwin PRU ania wn: Offerings of the most 
sacred order which were rendered unfit before their blood was 


sprinkled on the altar, e.g., where the blood was left overnight, 


remain permanently subject to the prohibition of misuse. This 
is due to the fact that there was never a time when they were 


permitted. By contrast, if the blood was sprinkled properly, and 
later the meat or the sacrificial portions were left overnight, the 
meat is no longer subject to the prohibition of misuse, as there 
was a time when it was permitted. This is in accordance with 
the Tosefta and the Rambam’s interpretation of the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:1). 
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The baraita elaborates: How so?" If the blood was left over and someone 
consumed the meat before the sprinkling of the blood, he is liable for 
misusing consecrated property. But ifit was consumed after the sprinkling 
of the blood, he is not liable for misusing consecrated property, as the 
sprinkling removes the meat from being subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


The Gemara notes: In any event, Rabbi Shimon teaches that if one con- 
sumes the meat before the leftover blood was sprinkled, he is liable for 
misusing it. Is this not referring to a case where there was time left in 
the day to sprinkle the blood that had already been collected in the 
service vessel, and therefore, if he had desired, he could have sprinkled 
the blood? Nevertheless, the offering is subject to the halakhot of misuse. 
This indicates that merely collecting the blood in the service vessel alone, 
without actually sprinkling it, does not remove the offering from being 
subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


And accordingly, one may conclude from the baraita that it is fitness of 
consuming the meat of the offering that we learned in Rabbi Yehoshua’s 
statement in the mishna. It is the fitness of consuming the meat of the 
offering that removes the possibility of being liable for the prohibition of 
misuse, not the fitness of sprinkling. 


The Gemara refutes this conclusion: No, the baraita is not referring to a 
case where there was time left in the day to sprinkle the blood that had 
already been collected. Rather, it is referring to a situation where the priest 
collected the blood shortly before sunset, where there was no time left 
in the day to sprinkle the blood while it was still daytime. Since the blood 
could not have been sprinkled, the offering is still subject to the prohibition 
of misuse. But if there had been time to sprinkle the blood, then that blood 
would be considered ready to be sprinkled, and the offering would no 
longer be subject to the prohibition of misuse, in accordance with the 
opinion that the criteria is the fitness of sprinkling of the blood. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But in that case, what is the halakha ina situ- 
ation where there was time in the day to sprinkle the blood? According to 
the above claim, so too the halakha is that he is not liable for misusing 
the offering. 


If so, why does Rabbi Shimon specifically teach this distinction between 
a case before sprinkling, when the offering is still subject to the halakhot 
of misuse, and after sprinkling, when the offering is no longer subject to 
misuse? Let Rabbi Shimon instead teach a more precise distinction, 
between a situation where the blood was collected before sunset and there 
was time to sprinkle it but it was left overnight, in which case the offering 
is not subject to the prohibition of misuse, and a situation where the blood 
was collected after sunset, in which case it is still subject to the prohibition 
of misuse. 


NOTES 


How so - 3893: The early commentaries disagree as to the meaning 
of this sentence in the baraita, and the different interpretations 
affect how the text should be read. The explanation in the transla- 
tion follows the opinion of Rashi. 

Rashi understands notar to mean that the blood was left over- 
night before it was sprinkled. The baraita distinguishes between a 
situation where one ate the meat before the blood was sprinkled, 
in which case he is liable for misuse, and where one ate the meat 
after the blood was sprinkled improperly, in which case he is not 
liable for misuse. Furthermore, Rashi explains that Rabbi Shimon 
maintains that sprinkling blood which had been left overnight 
removes the prohibition of misuse, in contradiction to the ruling 
of the baraita cited earlier (4b). According to this interpretation, the 
baraita should be read as follows: In a case where the blood was 
left over, if someone ate from the meat before the sprinkling of the 
blood, he is liable for misuse. If it was eaten after the sprinkling of 
the blood, he is not liable for misuse. 

Other early commentaries maintain that the baraita is referring 
to meat that was left over before the blood was sprinkled (Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola; Peirush Kadmon of the Rosh). According 
to this interpretation, the baraita should be read as follows: If the 


meat was left over before the sprinkling of the blood, one is liable 
for misuse; if it was left over after the sprinkling of the blood, he is 
not liable for misuse. In other words, if the meat was left overnight 
before the blood was sprinkled, e.g., the blood was collected after 
sunset, then one is liable for misuse, and this liability applies both 
before and after the sprinkling of the blood. By contrast, if the meat 
of the offering was left over after the blood was sprinkled, then there 
is no liability for misuse, as there was a time when the priests were 
permitted to consume it. 

The later commentaries note that even according to the inter- 
pretation of Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola, Rabbi Shimon does 
in fact disagree with the halakha of Rav Giddel, since he holds that 
the sprinkling of the blood of an offering that was rendered piggul 
removes the prohibition of misuse, as stated in the baraita below. 
By contrast, some early commentaries contend that Rabbi Shimon 
does not disagree with Rav Giddel’s halakha (Tosafot; Shita Mekub- 
betzet). Either way, Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola maintains 
that in a case where the blood was left overnight, Rabbi Shimon 
concedes, in accordance with the baraita cited earlier (4b), that this 
does not remove the prohibition of misuse (Yosef Da‘at). 
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The Gemara answers that this is indeed what Rabbi Shimon meant, 
as he actually taught: Before it was fit for sprinkling, the offering 
is still subject to the prohibition of misuse, but after it was fit for 
sprinkling, it is no longer subject to the prohibition of misuse. 


The Gemara suggests another proof from a similar baraita. Come 
and hear: Rabbi Shimon says that there is a case of an offering of 
the most sacred order that was sacrificed with piggul intent where 
one is liable for misusing it, and there is also a case of piggul intent 
where one is not liable for misusing it. 


The baraita elaborates: How so? If someone consumed the meat 
before the sprinkling of the blood, he is liable for misusing con- 
secrated property. If he consumed it after the sprinkling of the 
blood, he is not liable for misusing consecrated property, as the 
sprinkling removed the prohibition of misuse. 


In any event, Rabbi Shimon teaches that if one consumes the meat 
of an offering that was rendered piggul before the blood was sprin- 
kled, he is liable for misusing it. Is this not referring to a case 

where there was time left in the day to sprinkle the blood that had 

already been collected in the service vessel, and therefore, ifhe had 

desired, he could have sprinkled the blood? And yet Rabbi Shi- 
mon teaches that one is liable for misusing it. Once again, this 

would indicate that merely collecting the blood in the service vessel 

alone, without sprinkling, does not remove the possibility of the 

prohibition of misuse. And accordingly, one may conclude from 

the baraita that it is fitness of consuming the meat of the offering 

that we learned in Rabbi Yehoshua’s statement in the mishna. 


The Gemara refutes this conclusion: No, the baraita is referring to 
a situation where the priest collected the blood shortly before 
sunset, where there was no time to sprinkle the blood while it was 
still daytime. Since the blood could not have been sprinkled, the 
offering is still subject to the prohibition of misuse. The Gemara 
raises a difficulty: But if so, what is the halakha in a case where 
there was time in the day to sprinkle the blood? According to the 
above claim, the offering is indeed removed from being subject to 
the halakhot of misuse. 


If so, why does Rabbi Shimon specifically teach this distinction 
between after sprinkling, when the offering is no longer subject 
to the halakhot of misuse, and before sprinkling, when the offering 
is still subject to misuse? Let Rabbi Shimon instead teach a more 
precise distinction, between a situation where the blood was 
collected before sunset and there was time to sprinkle it but it was 
left overnight, in which case the offering is not subject to the pro- 
hibition of misuse, and a situation where the blood was collected 
after sunset, in which case it is still subject to the prohibition 
of misuse. 


The Gemara answers that that is indeed what Rabbi Shimon is 
saying: Before it was fit for sprinkling, the offering is still subject 
to the prohibition of misuse, but after it was fit for sprinkling, it 
is no longer subject to the prohibition of misuse. 


§ The Gemara suggests another proof. Come and hear: An offer- 
ing of the most sacred order which is piggul is subject to the 
halakhot of misuse. The Gemara analyzes this statement: What, is 
this baraita not referring to a case where the priest already sprin- 
kled its blood? This would indicate that a fit offering, unlike a piggul 
offering, is no longer subject to the prohibition of misuse only once 
the blood is sprinkled. And if so, one may conclude from the 
baraita that it is fitness of consuming the meat of the offering that 
we learned in Rabbi Yehoshua’s statement in the mishna, i.e., this 
fitness of consuming the meat of the offering removes the prohibi- 
tion of misuse. The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, one cannot 
cite a proof from this baraita, as it is possible that the baraita is 
referring to a case where the priest did not yet sprinkle the blood. 
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HALAKHA 

Before the sprinkling of the blood - 023 ny pd: 
With regard to offerings of the most sacred order whose 
blood or meat was taken out of the Temple courtyard 
before the blood was sprinkled on the altar, they remain 
permanently subject to the halakhot of misuse, as there 
was never a period of time when they were permitted 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:1). 


And he is not liable for eating it due to - voy Pn px 
ow»: One is not liable for violation of the prohibitions 
of partaking of meat that is piggul, or notar, or remained 
overnight, or of partaking of the meat while ritually 
impure in the case of sacrificial meat which has permit- 
ting factors, until its permitting factors are sacrificed prop- 
erly. Therefore, if the blood or meat was taken out of the 
Temple courtyard before the blood was sprinkled on the 
altar properly, there is no liability for any of these (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:16). 
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The Gemara asks: But if so, what, then, is the halakha in a case where 
the priest did sprinkle the blood? Is the halakha indeed that one is 
no longer liable for misusing it? If so, why does the latter clause of 
the baraita specifically teach: Unlike an offering of the most sacred 
order, in the case of the sacrificial portions of an offering of lesser 
sanctity one is not liable for misusing it? 


Let the baraita instead teach a distinction within the category of 
offerings of the most sacred order themselves: Here, the offering is 
subject to the prohibition of misuse because it is before the sprin- 
kling of the blood, and there, the offering is not subject to the 
prohibition of misuse because it is after the sprinkling of the blood. 


The Gemara answers: The baraita could have taught that distinction, 
but it chose to state a distinction between offerings of the most 
sacred order and offerings of lesser sanctity because it comes to 
teach us this following principle: In any case where the result of 
sprinkling brings the offering into the category of the halakhot of 
misuse, e.g., the sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity, to 
which the halakhot of misuse apply only after the blood had been 
sprinkled, only sprinkling the blood properly brings the offering 
into the halakhot of misuse. 


By contrast, in any situation where the result of sprinkling is remov- 
ing the offering from the halakhot of misuse, e.g., the meat of an 
offering of the most sacred order, which was subject to the halakhot 
of misuse even before the blood was sprinkled, even sprinkling 
the blood improperly removes the offering from the halakhot 
of misuse. This ruling is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Giddel. 


MI S H N A The mishna presents a dispute with regard to 


the status of offerings of the most sacred 
order, which normally are not subject to the halakhot of misuse once 
their blood has been sprinkled and they have been permitted to the 
priests. The case of the mishna is the meat of offerings of the most 
sacred order, whose consumption is permitted from the moment 
their blood was sprinkled, that left the Temple courtyard before the 
sprinkling of the blood," and then reentered the courtyard. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: The sprinkling of this blood does not permit its 
consumption by the priests. Consequently, one is liable for misus- 
ing it. And he is not liable for eating it due to" violation of the 
prohibitions of piggul, if he partook of it after it was slaughtered 
with the intent to partake of it or sprinkle its blood beyond its des- 
ignated time, or of notar, if he partook of the meat after it remained 
overnight, or of partaking of the meat while ritually impure. 


Rabbi Akiva says: The sprinkling is effective despite the fact that 
the meat left the Temple courtyard and was disqualified, and there- 
fore one is not liable for misusing it. Likewise, other halakhot that 
apply to offerings whose blood was sprinkled apply to it, and con- 
sequently one is liable for eating it due to violation of the prohibi- 
tions of partaking of meat that is piggul, or notar, or remained 
overnight, or of partaking of the meat while ritually impure. 
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Rabbi Akiva said, in support of his opinion: But there is the case 

of one who designated an animal as his sin offering’ and it was 

lost," and he designated another animal in its stead, and thereaf- 
ter the first sin offering was found and both of them are standing 

fit for sacrifice. Ifhe slaughtered both animals at the same time and 

sprinkled the blood of one of them, which means that the second 

was disqualified as a leftover sin offering, the question arises as 

to the status of the meat of the second animal with regard to the 

halakhot of misuse. 


Is it not the case that just as the blood of the animal whose blood 
was sprinkled exempts its meat from liability for its misuse, so too 
it exempts the meat of the other animal? Since he could have 
chosen to sprinkle the blood of either animal, they are considered 
as though they were one offering. 


If so, one may learn from there by an a fortiori inference with regard 
to the case of sprinkling the blood of meat that left the courtyard 
and returned: If the sprinkling of its blood exempted the meat of 
the other animal from the halakhot of misuse, it is only right that 
it should exempt its own meat that left the courtyard. 


The mishna adds that just as Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Akiva disagree 
as to whether the sprinkling of blood exempts meat that left the 
courtyard from liability for its misuse, so too, they disagree with 
regard to the sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity 
consumed on the altar that left the Temple courtyard before 
the sprinkling of the blood." The dispute is whether the subse- 
quent sprinkling of the blood generates liability for misuse of 
those portions. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: The sprinkling of the blood is completely inef- 
fective in rendering those portions consecrated to the Lord. Con- 
sequently, one is not liable for misusing them. And similarly, one 
is not liable for their consumption due to violation of the prohibi- 
tions of piggul, notar, or of partaking of meat while ritually impure. 
Rabbi Akiva says: The sprinkling is effective, and therefore one is 
liable for misusing them. And likewise, one is liable for its con- 
sumption due to violation of the prohibitions of piggul, notar, or 
of partaking of the meat while ritually impure." 


GEMARA The Gemara asks: Why do I need the 


mishna to cite these two disagreements, 
i.e., both the case of offerings of the most sacred order and offerings 
of lesser sanctity? After all, both disagreements are based on the 
same principle. 


The Gemara answers: Both cases are necessary, as, if the disagree- 
ment was stated only with regard to offerings of the most sacred 
order, I would say that it is specifically in that case that Rabbi 
Eliezer says that one is liable for misusing the meat of the offering, 
due to the fact that only sprinkling the blood properly removes 
the offering from being subject to the halakhot of misuse. By con- 
trast, sprinkling the blood improperly, including for meat that left 
the courtyard, does not remove the offering from the halakhot 
of misuse. 


His sin offering — inxwn: If one unwittingly violates a prohibition 
for which, if he had violated it intentionally, he would have been 
subject to the punishment of karet, he is obligated to bring a 
sin offering. A sin offering brought by an individual is either a 
female lamb or a goat in its first year. It must be slaughtered in 
the northern section of the Temple courtyard and its blood col- 
lected there. The blood is sprinkled on each of the four corners 


BACKGROUND 


of the altar, after which the fats of the sin offering are burned on 
the altar and its meat is eaten by the priests. Other sin offerings 
are brought in certain cases as part of the purification rites at the 
conclusion of a period of ritual impurity, e.g., a woman who has 
given birth. There are yet other sin offerings that serve to atone 
for the community, as well as special sin offerings brought by 
the leaders of the people to atone for their own transgressions. 


HALAKHA 


One who designated an animal as his sin offering 
and it was lost, etc. —1D17174N1 inxwn wan: If one 
designated an animal as a sin offering and it was lost, 
and then he designated a replacement, and thereaf- 
ter the first sin offering was found and both of them 
are standing fit for sacrifice, and then they were both 
slaughtered at the same time, i.e., by two priests simul- 
taneously (Kesef Mishne, based on the Gemara later, 
and he sprinkled the blood of one of them, the mea 
of neither offering is subject to the halakhot of misuse. 
This is the halakha despite the fact that the meat is no 
fit to be consumed, because he was initially able to 
sprinkle the blood of either offering and therefore the 
two animals are considered as one unit. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:6). 


The sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity 
that left before the sprinkling of the blood — yay 
mnt np asd xs op mep: The sacrificial por- 
tions of offerings of lesser sanctity that left the Temple 
courtyard before the sprinkling of the blood are subject 
to the halakhot of misuse when the blood is sprinkled 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:1, and see Kesef 
Mishne and Mahari Kurkus there). 


And one is liable for its consumption due to piggul, 
notar, or partaking of the meat while ritually impure - 
sayy ania hwa own ypy parm: If the sacrificial por- 
tions of offerings of lesser sanctity left the Temple 
courtyard before the sprinkling of the blood, and the 
blood was sprinkled while the sacrificial portions were 
still outside of the courtyard, the offering is not ren- 
dered unfit. If the sacrificial portions are returned to the 
courtyard, they are sacrificed upon the altar, although 
some maintain that they are not sacrificed (Ra‘avad). 
In any case, even if they were not returned, one who 
eats them if they are piggul or notar, or while ritually 
impure is liable (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:33). 
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NOTES 
Rav Asi said to Rabbi Yohanan - ra DNI mb Wax 


Jami: According to the standard version of the Gemara, 
Rav Asi is referring to the statement of Rabbi Yohanan, 
i.e., he is raising an objection to Rabbi Yohanan's opin- 


ion based on the fact that his colleagues in Babylonia 


hold that even if the entire offering left the courtyard, 


the sprinkling is effective. The Gemara later (7a) notes 
an internal contradiction between the statements 
of Rav Asi. According to an alternative version, Rav 
Asi’s statement is not referring to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, but rather it is an independent comment 
which is cited with regard to the mishna’s halakha 
concerning items that left the courtyard (see Tosafot). 
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HALAKHA 


With regard to sacrificial portions that were already 
lost and...burned — yw Oy ANT by: Piggul 


intent, i.e., intent to consume an offering after its des- 


ignated time, or intent of disqualification, i.e., intent to 
consume an offering outside of its designated place, 
effects a change in status even if the intent referred 
to items which are going to be destroyed or burned. 
This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Asi, citing his colleagues in Babylonia (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:8). 
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But with regard to the issue of when the rite of sprinkling brings 
the offering into being subject to the halakhot of misuse, i.e., in the 
case of sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity, Rabbi 
Eliezer concedes to Rabbi Akiva that even sprinkling the blood 
improperly, as in this case, brings the offering into being subject 
to the halakhot of misuse. 


And by contrast, if their disagreement was stated only with regard 
to offerings of lesser sanctity, I would say that it is specifically in 
the case of offerings of lesser sanctity that Rabbi Akiva said one 
is liable for misusing them. This is due to the fact that here the act 
of sprinkling serves to include them in the category of misuse, and 
therefore even sprinkling the blood improperly, as in this case, 
brings the offering into being subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


But with regard to offerings of the most sacred order, where the 
sprinkling of the blood serves to remove the offering from being 
subject to the halakhot of misuse, one might say that Rabbi Akiva 
agrees that sprinkling the blood improperly does not remove the 
offering from being subject to the halakhot of misuse. Therefore, 
the mishna teaches us that the tanna’im disagree in both cases. 


§ It was stated that amora’im disagree with regard to the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva in the mishna. Rabbi Yohanan says: When Rabbi 
Akiva says that sprinkling is effective to remove the meat of offer- 
ings of the most sacred order that left the courtyard from the 
halakhot of misuse, that applies specifically in a case where only 
part of it left the courtyard and part remained inside. In such a situ- 
ation, as the sprinkling is effective for the portion that remained 
inside the courtyard, it also is effective for the portion that left the 
courtyard. But if all of it left the courtyard, Rabbi Akiva did not 
say that the sprinkling is effective to remove the meat from the 
halakhot of misuse. 


Rav Asi said to Rabbi Yohanan: My colleagues in the exile, i.e., 
the Sages of Babylonia, already taught me that 


one renders an offering piggul by having an intention at the time 
of sprinkling to later sacrifice its sacrificial portions after the proper 
time, even with regard to sacrificial portions that were already lost 
and with regard to sacrificial portions that were already burned." 


The Gemara analyzes this statement: But sacrificial portions that 
are lost or burned are not present in the world, i.e., they are not 
available, and even so it is taught that one renders an offering 
piggul by an intention to consume it after its appointed time. It can 
be derived from here that if the entire offering left the courtyard, 
which is comparable to a case where it was lost, the sprinkling is 
effective with regard to the halakhot of misuse according to Rabbi 
Akiva. This apparently contradicts the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara asks: But did Rav Asi actually say this? Does he 
maintain that even if all of the meat and the sacrificial portions 
left the courtyard, the sprinkling is effective according to Rabbi 
Akiva? Didn’t Rav Asi raise the following dilemma before Rabbi 
Yohanan: What is the halakha ina case where the priest intended 
during the sacrificial rites that the remnant of the blood, which is 
meant to be poured on the base of the altar immediately after the 
sprinkling, will be poured improperly tomorrow? Does the offer- 
ing thereby become piggul, as this is similar to intending to sprinkle 
the blood after the proper time; or does such intent apply only to 
the blood that is actually sprinkled on the altar? 
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And Rabbi Zeira said to Rav Asi in response to this dilemma: You 
already taught us in tractate Hullin, with regard to the ritual impu- 
rity of food and animal carcasses, that items that are not themselves 
edible but are attached to meat combine with the meat to constitute 
the requisite measure of an egg-bulk to transmit the impurity of 
foods. One instance of this principle is the meat residue" attached 
to the hide after flaying, which combines with the meat to transmit 
the impurity of foods, despite the fact that it is not considered food 
and does not transmit impurity of foods on its own. Evidently this 
meat residue, since it has no substance and significance in and of 
itself, it is not susceptible to impurity. 


The Gemara explains the contradiction: It follows that according to 
Rav Asi, in the case of this blood, which is meant to be poured on 
the base of the altar, since it is going to be lost and therefore is also 
insignificant, intent with regard to it is not effective to render the 
offering piggul. The blood that is to be poured on the base of the altar 
is similar to an offering that left the courtyard in its entirety, as they 
are both considered as though they are not present. Consequently, 
according to Rav Asi, in a case where the entire offering left the 
courtyard and is meant to be burned and thereby destroyed, it can- 
not be rendered piggul by means of intent during the sprinkling. This 
follows Rabbi Yohanan’s interpretation of the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva, that he is referring only to a case where the offering left 
partially, not where the entire offering left. 


The Gemara objects: But Rav Asi cited that which the baraita 
teaches: One can render an offering piggul by means of one’s intent, 
even with regard to sacrificial portions that were already lost and 
with regard to sacrificial portions that were already burned. This 
baraita itself poses a difficulty, as it indicates that intent is effective 
even for that which has been destroyed. Rava said in response: 
Emend the wording of the baraita and say instead: One can render 
an offering piggul by means of one’s intent, even with regard to 
sacrificial portions that stand to be lost" or with regard to sacrificial 
portions that stand to be burned, but were not yet destroyed. Since 
they are currently present, such intent is effective to render the 
offering piggul. But in a case where the offering left the courtyard, as 
it is not present, intent is ineffective with regard to it. 


§ With regard to Rabbi Akiva’s opinion in the mishna, Rav Pappa 
says that Rabbi Akiva’ says his ruling, that sprinkling is effective 
for the meat of offerings that left the courtyard before sprinkling, 
with regard to piggul and the halakhot of misuse, only in a case 
where the meat left while the blood remained inside and was sprin- 
kled. But if the blood itself left, then even if it was returned to the 
courtyard and was sprinkled, in such a case the sprinkling of blood 
that left the courtyard is not effective to remove the meat from 
the halakhot of misuse. 


The meat residue — Sone: The meat residue attached to the 
hide after flaying is not significant with regard to the intent 
of piggul or disqualification of an offering, as it is considered 
combine with food to constitute 
the measure of an olive-bulk required to transmit the impurity 
of animal carcasses. If one collected the parts by themselves, 
the meat residue joins together to constitute the measure of 
an olive-bulk and it transmits impurity. The Ra’avad rules that 


inedible. Similarly, it does no 


HALAKHA 
Sprinkling of blood that left is not effective - nbyin APU PX 
yib: If the blood of offerings of the most sacred order was 
brought out of the courtyard before it was sprinkled on the altar, 
the offering remains permanently subject to the halakhot of 
misuse, as the meat was never permitted. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as understood by Rav Pappa, 
whose interpretation is supported by the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:1). 


even in such a case it does not combine to transmit impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:7 and Sefer 


Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 1:8). 


NOTES 


The meat residue [alal] - by: In tractate Hullin (121A), 
amora'im disagree as to the meaning of this term. According 
o Rabbi Yohanan, it is referring to a part of the animal's body 
called the marteka, or, according to variant readings of the 
ext, mareda or torteka. The early commentaries disagree 
concerning the identity of the marteka. Some say that this is 
he tendon of the neck, which they describe as wide, white, 
and very tough (Rashi on Hullin; Tosafot here). Others reject 
his interpretation, based on the fact that this term is also 
used in reference to birds, who do not possess this tendon. 
nstead, they claim that it is referring to lifeless flesh within 
he animal (7osafot on Hullin, citing Rabbeinu Tam). 


Sacrificial portions that stand to be lost - mand miy: 
Some commentaries maintain that this is referring to a case 
where one threw a piece of the meat or the sacrificial por- 
ions at a dog's mouth or a fire, with the intent to destroy it, 
but it had not yet reached the dog or fire at the moment of 
his intention (Tosafot). Rashi writes that this simply means 
hat at the time of the intention the meat was not yet lost. 
Later commentaries suggest that according to Rashi one’s 
intent would not be effective in the case mentioned by 
Tosafot, as in such a situation he himself would be aware 
hat he would not be able to sacrifice them the following 
day (Yosef Da‘at). 


Sprinkling of blood that left the courtyard is not effec- 
tive - xxiv nbyin TY pre: Later commentaries explain 
the distinction between whether the meat or the blood 
left the courtyard or not in light of the halakha that if the 
blood left it is rendered unfit and may not be sprinkled 
on the altar even if it was returned to the courtyard. If this 
blood is sprinkled, the sprinkling is unfit and is ineffective. By 
contrast, if the meat left the courtyard, the blood remains fit 
and may be sprinkled properly on the altar. Therefore, Rabbi 
Akiva maintains that it is effective in exempting the meat 
that left from the halakhot of misuse. Even if only some of 
the blood was left inside the courtyard, it remains fit for 
sprinkling. The halakha is that if a portion of the blood is 
unfit, its remainder is not considered rejected or leftovers, 
and consequently everyone concedes that its sprinkling is 
valid and effective (Zevah Toda). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Akiva — xp% 957: Akiva ben Yosef was one of the 
greatest of all the tanna'im. He lived from just after the 
destruction of the Second Temple until the bar Kokheva 
revolt. According to legend, Rabbi Akiva began his studies 
at the age of forty, when Rahel, the daughter of the wealthy 
Kalba Savua, consented to marry him on the condition 
that he would agree to study Torah. Rabbi Akiva became a 
student of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus and Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Hananya. Ultimately, he became a prominent Torah 
scholar with 24,000 students. 

Rabbi Akiva collected early rabbinic statements and 
began organizing the material of the Oral Torah. The Mishna, 
redacted by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and his disciples, is based 
on his work. 
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The Gemara notes that this opinion of Rav Pappa is also taught in a 
baraita: If one slaughtered the animal in silence, i.e., with no improper 
intent, and the blood subsequently left the courtyard, even though it 
was returned to the courtyard and the priest later sprinkled it, he has 
done nothing, i.e. it is ineffective. Therefore, in the case of offerings 
of the most sacred order, one who derives benefit from it is still liable 
for misuse of consecrated property, as the sprinkling did not render the 
meat permitted. Likewise, in the case of offerings of lesser sanctity, the 
sprinkling does not render the sacrificial portions subject to the hala- 
khot of misuse, and therefore one who derives benefit from it is not 
liable for misuse, as is the case before the sprinkling. 


The Gemara continues to analyze the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi 
Akiva said, in support of his opinion: To what is this case, where the 
meat left before the blood was sprinkled, comparable? To the case of 
one who designated an animal as his sin offering and it was lost, and he 
designated another animal in its stead, and thereafter the first sin offer- 
ing was found and both of them stand fit for sacrifice. From the fact that 
the second, unfit offering is exempted by means of the sprinkling of the 
blood of the first, fit offering, it may be inferred that the meat of an 
offering is exempted from the halakhot of misuse by the sprinkling of 
its own blood, despite the fact that the meat left the courtyard. 


Rabbi Elazar says: When Rabbi Akiva says his opinion, that the sprin- 
Kling of the blood of one of the offerings exempts the other from the 
halakhot of misuse, that applies specifically in a situation where the two 
offerings were slaughtered at the same time, i.e., by two priests simul- 
taneously, as in such a case they are considered like a single body. But 
in a case where the two offerings were slaughtered one after the other, 
Rabbi Akiva did not say that the sprinkling of one exempts the other 
from the halakhot of misuse. This is because when the first offering was 
slaughtered, the other became unfit as a leftover sin offering. Since there 
was no point at which its meat was permitted to be consumed by the 
priests, it was not exempted from the halakhot of misuse. 


The Gemara cites a relevant baraita: It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Shimon’ said: When I went to the village of Pani, a certain old man 
found me and said to me: Is it so that Rabbi Akiva would say that 
sprinkling is effective for the meat of offerings that left the courtyard 
and was thereby rendered unfit, with regard to the halakhot of misuse? 
I said to him: Yes. And when I came and presented this matter that 
the old man said before my colleagues in Galilee, they said, agreeing 
with his skepticism: How could Rabbi Akiva have said that? Since the 
meat that left the courtyard is unfit, how can the sprinkling effect 
acceptance for that which is unfit? 


But when I left their presence and presented this matter before Rabbi 
Akiva, he said: And you, my son, do you not say so, that sprinkling is 
effective even with regard to that which is unfit? But in the case of one 
who designated an animal as his sin offering and it was lost and he 
designated another animal in its stead, and thereafter the first sin 
offering was found and both of them stand fit for sacrifice, he may 
sacrifice either animal, thereby rendering the other unfit, and yet both 
are subject to the halakhot of misuse. This is due to the fact that these 
offerings remain consecrated to God, and therefore one who derives 
benefit from them is liable for misuse. Likewise, if one slaughtered 
them both, and their blood is placed in cups and the blood of one of 
them will be sprinkled on the altar, both of them are subject to the 
halakhot of misuse. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Shimon — jiynaw +27: This is Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai, also called 
Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, who was a tanna of the fourth generation 
following the destruction of the Second Temple. He was born in the 


Galilee, and according to tradition he died on Lag BaOmer in Meron. 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai was one of Rabbi Akiva’s closest students, 


and he studied with him for thirteen years in Bnei Brak. 


Initially, Rabbi Shimon was not involved in the bar Kokheva rebel- 


lion against the Romans, but the Roman persecution and Rabbi Akiva’s 


subsequent execution spurred him to become more actively involved 
in the revolt. According to the Gemara (Shabbat 33b), Rabbi Shimon’s 
criticism of Roman rule in the presence of Yehuda ben Gerim led 
to the issue of a death sentence against him, which forced him to 
hide in a cave together with his son for thirteen years. According 
to tradition, it was during that period that he compiled kabbalistic 
material that became the book of the Zohar. This claim is disputed 
in the academic world. 
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And in a case where the blood of one of the sin offerings was sprin- 
kled, do you not concede that just as the sprinkling of its blood 
exempts its meat from the halakhot of misuse, so too, it exempts the 
meat of the other animal from the halakhot of misuse? 


If so, one may infer from here by an a fortiori inference with regard to 
the case of sprinkling the blood of meat that left the courtyard: If the 
sprinkling of its blood spared the meat of the other animal from the 
halakhot of misuse, even though that animal is unfit, as it is a leftover 
sin offering, it is only right that the blood that was sprinkled should 
exempt its own meat, despite the fact that it left the courtyard. 


With regard to this reply by Rabbi Akiva, Reish Lakish’ says in the 
name of Rav Oshaya: Rabbi Akiva gave a deceptive response to 
that student of his, Rabbi Shimon. Reish Lakish elaborates: Based on 
Rabbi Akiva’s reply, one would think that if the two sin offerings were 
slaughtered at the same time, then yes, the blood of one sin offering 
exempts the meat of the other from the halakhot of misuse. But if they 
were slaughtered one after the other, it does not exempt the meat of 
the other offering. 


But since in either case the other offering, whose blood was not 
sprinkled, is unfit, as it is a leftover sin offering, what difference does 
it make to me whether they were slaughtered at the same time or 
whether they were slaughtered one after the other? In either case, 
according to Rabbi Akiva, the sprinkling of one should exempt the 
meat of the other from the halakhot of misuse. 


Rabbi Yohanan’ said to Reish Lakish in response: And you, who 
raise this difficulty, do you not also say the same, that there is a dif- 
ference between a case where they were slaughtered at the same time, 
and are therefore considered one entity, when the sprinkling of the 
blood of one offering exempts the meat of the other, and a case where 
they were slaughtered one after the other, and are therefore consid- 
ered two separate entities, which means that the blood of one offering 
does not exempt the meat of the other? 


Reish Lakish — wp wrt: Rabbi Shimon 


referred to as Reish Lakish, was among the greatest amora’im 


in Eretz Yisrael. He was the friend and brot 


Yohanan. Reish Lakish led an extraordinary li 
at a young age, but subsequently sold himself to a Roman circus 


as a gladiator, perhaps due to dire financial 
eventually took up a life of banditry. Many s 
attest to his great strength. Sometime late 
encounter with Rabbi Yohanan, he resumed 
as a student of Rabbi Yohanan, then as a co 
Rabbi Yohanan’s sister. 


Many halakhic disputes are recorded be 
and Rabbi Yohanan concerning central issue 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Yohanan — ppi’ x27; Rabbi Yohanan bar Nappaha was 
one of the greatest amora’im, whose statements are fundamen- 
tal components of both the Babylonian Talmud and the Jeru- 
salem Talmud. He resided in Tiberias and lived a very long life. 
Rabbi Yohanan was orphaned at a young age, and although his 
family apparently owned considerable property, he dedicated 
virtually all of his resources to the study of Torah, eventually 
becoming impoverished. 

In his youth, he had the privilege of studying under Rab 


ben Lakish, often 
a 
er-in-law of Rabbi 
e. He studied Torah 


circumstances, and 
ories in the Talmud 
r, in the wake of an 


his Torah study, first bi 


sin the Talmud. His  Hanina, and Rabbi Yannai, who lavished praise upon him. In 


his in 


Rav o 
he treated deferentially, disagree with him. Only in disputes 
with his teachers in Eretz Yisrael, such as Rabbi Yannai and 
Rabbi 
with his opinion. 


death of Rab 


ellectual and spiritual stature, the halakha is decided in 
ccordance with his opinion in almost every case, even when 
r Shmuel, the preeminent amora’‘im of Babylonia, whom 


Yehoshua ben Levi, is the halakha not in accordance 


Rabbi Yohanan was renowned for being handsome, and 


much was said in praise of his good looks. It is known that 


eague. He married Yehuda HaNasi, the redactor of the Mishna, but most of his _ his life was full of suffering: Ten of his sons died in his lifetime. 
Torah study was accomplished under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s There is a geonic tradition that one of his sons was the Baby- 
ween Reish Lakish students, specifically Hizkiyya ben Hiyya, Rabbi Oshaya, Rabbi — lonian amora Rabbi Mattana, who did not predecease him. The 


bi Yohanan's disciple-colleague and brother-in- 


objective was not to disagree with Rabbi Yohanan but rather to 
help him sharpen his opinion through debate. Rabbi Yohanan 
referred to Reish Lakish with great respect, often saying: My 
peer disagrees with me. Reish Lakish was well known for his 
strict piety, to the extent that anyone with whom he was seen 
conversing in public was said to be able to borrow money 
without guarantors, as Reish Lakish associated only with people 
beyond reproach. When he died he was survived by his wife 
and son, who was a child prodigy (see Ta'anit 9a). 


time, he became the head of the yeshiva in Tiberias, at which 
point his fame and influence increased greatly. For a long time, 
Rabbi Yohanan was the leading rabbinic scholar in the entire 
Jewish world, not only in Eretz Yisrael but in Babylonia as well, 
where he was respected by the Babylonian Sages. Many of 
them immigrated to Eretz Yisrael to become his students. 

A master of halakha and aggada, Rabbi Yohanan’s state- 
ments in both disciplines are found throughout the Babylo- 
nian Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud. As a testament to 


aw, Reish Lakish, for which he considered himself responsible, 
astened his own death. 

Rabbi Yohanan had many students. In fact, all the amora’im 
of Eretz Yisrael in succeeding generations were his students, to 
he extent that he is considered the author of the Jerusalem 
Talmud. His greatest students were his brother-in-law Reish 
Lakish, Rabbi Elazar, Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, Rabbi Abbahu, Rabbi 
Yosei bar Hanina, Rabbi Ami, and Rabbi Asi. 
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HALAKHA 


Separated two guilt offerings as a guarantee for 
his obligation of a single guilt offering — w97 
mn) DINN nw: If one separated two guilt 
offerings as a guarantee, so that if one is lost he 
will achieve atonement through the other one 
Kesef Mishne, citing Rashi), and he slaughtered 
both of the animals and the priest brought up 
he sacrificial portions of one of them first onto 
he altar, and its blood has not yet been sprinkled, 
he sacrificial portions are removed from the altar. 
But if the blood of the animal whose sacrificial 
portions were placed on the altar was sprinkled, 
hen the sacrificial portions are not removed from 
he altar. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:13, and see Ra’avad, Kesef 
Mishne, and Mahari Kurkus there). 


Offerings of the most sacred order - mp wp: 
Offerings of the most sacred order are subject to 
the halakhot of misuse from the time that they are 
consecrated until their blood is sprinkled. Once the 
blood is sprinkled, the sacrificial portions which 
are burned on the altar are subject to the halakhot 
of misuse, until they are burned up and brought 
out to the place of the ashes. The meat, which is 
consumed, is not subject to the halakhot of misuse 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:2). 


One is liable to receive karet due to piggul — 3m 
Diva Dwn: If one eats an olive-bulk of the meat or 
the sacrificial portions of an offering, including an 
offering of the most sacred order which was ren- 
dered piggul, he is liable to receive karet (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:7). 
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But in a case where one separated two guilt offerings as a guarantee 

for his obligation of a single guilt offering," i.e., that if one were lost 

he could achieve atonement by means of the second, and one slaugh- 
tered both of them, and the priest first brought up the sacrificial 

portions" of one of them onto the altar before sprinkling any blood, 
and then sprinkled the blood of the other offering, would you not 

concede that even if the sacrificial portions of this offering whose 

blood was not sprinkled ascended the altar, that they shall descend 

without being sacrificed? The proper procedure is that first the blood 

is sprinkled and only then are the sacrificial portions brought up onto 

the altar to be sacrificed. 


Rabbi Yohanan analyzes this case: And if it enters your mind to say 
that even when the two offerings were slaughtered one after the other 
they are still considered as one entity, why is it the halakha that 

if the sacrificial portions ascended the altar, they shall descend? 

Doesn't Ulla say that sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanc- 
tity which one brought up to the altar before the sprinkling of the 

offering’s blood, and are therefore not yet fit for the altar, shall not 

descend, but are sacrificed, as the sacrificial portions have become 

the food of the altar, by virtue of their placement upon it? 


Reish Lakish was silent, as he had no answer to Rabbi Yohanan’s 
difficulty. Rabbi Yohanan said in this regard: We have cut off the 
legs of the child, i.e., I have refuted Reish Lakish’s opinion by raising 
a difficulty that eliminates the basis for his opinion. 


MI S H N A With regard to establishing liability for misuse 


of consecrated items, there is an aspect of 
leniency and an aspect of stringency in the act of sprinkling the 
blood of offerings of the most sacred order. But with regard to the 
sprinkling of the blood in the case of offerings of lesser sanctity, it 
contains in its entirety aspects of stringency, i.e., there are only 
aspects of stringency. 


How so? The status of offerings of the most sacred order" is that 
before the sprinkling of blood, one is liable for misusing their 
sacrificial portions that are to be burned on the altar, and for misus- 
ing the meat that is to be eaten by the priests. Since the meat is pro- 
hibited prior to sprinkling the blood, it is in the category of items 
consecrated to God, which are subject to the halakhot of misuse. 
After the sprinkling of the blood of offerings of the most sacred 
order, one is still liable for misuse of their sacrificial portions, as 
they remain prohibited to be eaten and are in the category of items 
consecrated to God, but one is not liable for misuse of the meat, as 
it is now permitted for consumption by the priests. This explains 
how there is an aspect of leniency in the sprinkling of the blood of 
offerings of the most sacred order. 


By contrast, for consumption of both this, the sacrificial portions, 
and that, the meat, after the sprinkling of the blood, one is liable to 
receive karet due to violation of the prohibition against consumption 
of piggul," and the prohibition against consumption of notar, and 
the prohibition against consumption of sacrificial meat while ritually 
impure. Consequently, the act of sprinkling blood of offerings of 
the most sacred order is found to contain an aspect of leniency and 
an aspect of stringency. 


Sacrificial portions [eimurim] - a2’: The early commentaries 
disagree as to the meaning of this word. Some maintain that it is 
derived from mor, master, meaning that these are the most impor- 
tant parts of an offering, and are the portions that are sacrificed 
upon the altar as the portion of the Master, i.e., God (Arukh). Others 
suggest that it is from amira, to say, i.e., these are the portions that 
God said one should burn upon the altar (Rambam’s Commentary 


NOTES 


term heemarta, as in the verse: “You have avouched [heemarta] the 
Lord this day to be Your God.” (Deuteronomy 26:17) If so, it means that 
these portions are separated and lifted up to God (Mishne LaMelekh 
on Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 1:18). Some 
claim, along similar lines, that it is from amir, the highest branch 
in the tree, as these are the most exalted portions of the offering 
(Emet LeYa‘akov). 


on the Mishna, introduction to Kodashim). Yet others relate it to the 
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But with regard to the sprinkling of the blood of offerings of lesser 
sanctity, all of their aspects are of stringency. How so? The status 

of offerings of lesser sanctity" is that before the sprinkling of the 

blood, one is not liable for misuse, not for their sacrificial por- 
tions nor for the meat. After the sprinkling of the blood, one is 

liable for misuse of their sacrificial portions, but one is not liable 

for misuse of the meat. This explains how the sprinkling of the 

blood in the case of offerings of lesser sanctity causes a stringency 
in terms of the halakhot of misuse. 


And for consumption of both this, the sacrificial portions, and that, 
the meat, after the sprinkling of the blood, one is liable to receive 
karet due to violation of the prohibition against consumption of 
piggul, and of the prohibition against consumption of notar, and of 
the prohibition against consumption of sacrificial meat while ritu- 
ally impure. Consequently, in the act of sprinkling the blood of 
offerings of lesser sanctity, it is found that all of their aspects are 
of stringency. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches: After the sprinkling of 


the blood of offerings of the most sacred 
order, one is not liable for misusing the meat. The Gemara infers 
from this that there is no liability for misuse of consecrated prop- 
erty, but there is a prohibition for the priest to eat from it even after 
the blood has been sprinkled. The Gemara therefore asks: But 
why is there such a prohibition? Isn’t the meat the property of 
the priests after the blood has been sprinkled, and therefore it is 
permitted for them in consumption? 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as the above inference is 
invalid. The reason that the mishna taught that one is not liable, 
rather than saying that the meat is permitted, is as follows: Since 
the first clause mentions the phrase: One is liable for misusing, 
the latter clause also mentions the parallel phrase: One is not liable 
for misusing. Therefore, the above inference is incorrect, as there 
is in fact no prohibition for the priests to eat the meat. 


The Gemara continues to analyze the mishna. Say the latter clause: 
But with regard to the sprinkling of the blood of offerings of lesser 
sanctity, all of their aspects are of stringency. How so? The status 
of the meat of offerings of lesser sanctity is that before the sprin- 
kling of the blood, one is not liable for misuse, not for their meat 
nor for their sacrificial portions. And one is not liable due to 
violation of the prohibition against piggul, notar, or the consump- 
tion of sacrificial meat while ritually impure. After the sprinkling 
of the blood, one is liable for misuse of their sacrificial portions, 
and one is not liable for misuse of the meat. 


The Gemara infers as above: There is no liability for misuse of the 
meat of offerings of lesser sanctity, but there is a prohibition for 
the owners to consume it, even after the blood has been sprinkled. 
But why is there such a prohibition? Isn’t this meat the property 
of the owners after the blood has been sprinkled, and it is permitted 
for them in consumption? 


HALAKHA 


The status of offerings of lesser sanctity — obp Dw Tp: Offerings their sacrificial portions are subject to the halakhot of misuse until 


of lesser sanctity are not subject to the halakhot of misuse until their 
blood has been sprinkled on the altar. Once the blood is sprinkled, 


they are burned up and brought out to the place of the ashes 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:1). 
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HALAKHA 
Sprinkling is effective — nbyin ip": If meat of offer- 
ings of lesser sanctity left the Temple courtyard before 
the blood is sprinkled, the offering remains fit, even 
if the blood was sprinkled while the meat remained 
outside the courtyard, as the meat will ultimately 
leave the courtyard anyway. Nevertheless, the meat is 
prohibited in consumption and must be burned. This 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva 
as interpreted by Rabbi Hanina (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:32). 
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Rabbi Hanina says in explanation: This is referring to meat that was 
taken out from the place where it is permitted to be eaten before the 
sprinkling of the blood, and the blood was later sprinkled. In such a case, 
the meat is prohibited. And this ruling is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Akiva in the mishna on 6b, who rules that sprinkling is 
effective in that it exempts the meat of the offerings of the most sacred 
order from the halakhot of misuse, and renders the meat of offerings of 
lesser sanctity subject to misuse, even if the meat left the courtyard. 


Rabbi Hanina continues: The tanna here is teaching that when Rabbi 
Akiva says that sprinkling is effective" with regard to the meat of offer- 
ings of the most sacred order or the sacrificial portions of offerings of 
lesser sanctity that left the courtyard, with regard to the halakhot of 
misuse, piggul, notar, and the prohibition against consumption of sac- 
rificial meat while ritually impure, that applies specifically with regard 
to the halakhot ofits burning, that it is not burned right away, but that 
one must wait until the following morning to burn it. 


But as for permitting it for eating, in this regard even Rabbi Akiva 
concedes that the sprinkling of the blood does not effect acceptance. 
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This chapter first dealt with offerings of the most sacred order. It was established that 
such offerings are subject to the halakhot of misuse of consecrated property until their 
blood is sprinkled on the altar. Once their blood is sprinkled on the altar and their 
meat is permitted to be consumed by the priests, they are no longer defined as “the 
sacred items of the Lord” and are not subject to the halakhot of misuse of consecrated 
property. By contrast, offerings of lesser sanctity are subject to the halakhot of misuse 
of consecrated property only after their blood has been sprinkled. At that stage, their 
sacrificial portions become subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


Offerings of the most sacred order remain subject to the halakhot of misuse of 
consecrated property even if they were slaughtered or their blood was collected 
or sprinkled on the altar improperly, as their meat was not rendered permitted for 
consumption by the priests. 


The basic principle is that with regard to any offering that was permitted for consump- 
tion by the priests at some point before it became disqualified, one is never liable for 
misusing it, not even by rabbinic law. One who derives benefit from such an offering 
is exempt from any liability and need not even pay the principal. 


It was also established that offerings of the most sacred order that were slaughtered or 
whose blood was collected with the intent to consume it after its appointed time [pig- 
gul] are subject to the halakhot of misuse of consecrated property before the blood 
is sprinkled. The Sages disagree as to whether or not they are subject to the halakhot 
of misuse after the blood is sprinkled. The conclusion of most authorities is that the 
sprinkling of the blood after the offering was rendered piggul does not exempt offer- 
ings of the most sacred order from being subject to the halakhot of misuse. Similarly, 
sprinkling the blood of an offering of lesser sanctity does not render its sacrificial 
portions subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


The Sages further discussed the question of when the meat of offerings of the most 
sacred order is removed from being subject to the halakhot of misuse. Some say that 
it is no longer subject to the halakhot of misuse once the offering has been properly 
slaughtered and it is permitted for the priests to perform its sacrificial rites. Others 
maintain that it is removed from being subject to the halakhot of misuse from when 
the blood is sprinkled and the meat is permitted in consumption by the priests. Yet 
others contend that it is removed from the time that the blood is collected in the cup 
and is ready to be sprinkled. This opinion is based on the concept that any blood of 
an offering that stands fit to be sprinkled upon the altar is considered as though it 
were already sprinkled. The authorities differ as to which opinion is accepted: The 
Rambam rules that the exemption from being subject to the halakhot of misuse is 
contingent on the actual sprinkling, whereas the Smag holds that it is sufficient that 
the blood is ready to be sprinkled. 
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In the case of offerings of lesser sanctity, e.g., peace offerings of the individual or the 
Paschal offering, they are rendered subject to the halakhot of misuse of consecrated 
property only once their blood is sprinkled. At that point the sacrificial portions 
are designated for sacrifice on the altar and the halakhot of misuse apply to them by 
Torah law. 


In sum, the sprinkling of the blood determines the status of offerings in terms of the 
halakhot of misuse. In the case of offerings of the most sacred order it removes the 
offering from being subject to the halakhot of misuse, whereas in the case of offerings 
of lesser sanctity it renders its sacrificial portions subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


In light of this ruling, the Sages discussed the halakha in a case where the meat or the 
sacrificial portions or the blood left the Temple courtyard prior to the sprinkling of 
the blood. In such a case, is the sprinkling of the blood effective with regard to the 
status of that offering? 


Some maintain that the sprinkling of the blood is ineffective under those circum- 
stances, and therefore it is considered as though the blood had not been sprinkled. 
Others contend that the sprinkling of the blood is effective even in such cases. 
Accordingly, in the case of offerings of the most sacred order this act removes the 
offering from being subject to the halakhot of misuse, and with regard to offerings 
of lesser sanctity it renders its sacrificial portions subject to the halakhot of misuse. 
This is the conclusion of the Gemara. 
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If anyone commits a misuse, and sins through error 
in the sacred items of the Lord, then he shall bring his 
guilt offering to the Lord, a ram without blemish of the 
flock, according to your valuation in silver by shekels, 
after the shekel of the Sanctuary, for a guilt offering. 
And he shall make restitution for that which he has 
sinned in the sacred item, and shall add one-fifth to 
it, and give it to the priest; and the priest shall make 
atonement for him with the ram of the guilt offering, 
and he shall be forgiven. 


(Leviticus 5:15-16) 


There are different stages involved in bringing each offering, from its verbal consecra- 
tion, when it becomes sacred, until it has been fully sacrificed. The Torah does not 
specify at which stages one is liable for the prohibition of misuse. This matter is the 
main subject discussed in this chapter. 


Likewise, with regard to each offering, there are many ways in which the prohibition 
of misuse can potentially apply, including with regard to disqualified offerings, as 
detailed in the previous chapter. This chapter deals with misuse of offerings of the 
most sacred order and of lesser sanctity, along with offerings that are permitted to 
be eaten and those that may not be eaten. 


The chapter begins with an analysis of the bird sin offering, which precedes the burnt 
offering because it is sacrificed before the latter. Next it deals with the bulls that are 
burned, which are similar to the bird sin offering in that they are not entirely con- 
sumed on the altar. The reason that bird offerings are discussed before other animals 
is that the prohibition of misuse does not apply to the hides of animals, whereas it 
does apply to the skins of birds of burnt offerings. Afterward the Gemara examines 
the misuse of an animal burnt offering, which is more stringent than an animal sin 
offering because its flesh remains subject to the prohibition of misuse even after the 


blood has been sprinkled. 


In addition to this basic analysis of misuse, the chapter also addresses the question 
of when an item becomes consecrated for other matters, which determines when 
they become subject to the prohibition of misuse. From when are they disqualified 
through contact with one who is ritually impure? From when does one become liable 
for piggul, notar, or partaking of sacrificial food while ritually impure? Finally, when 
does the item cease to be sacred? 
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MI SHN One who derives benefit from a bird sin 

offering’ is liable for misuse of consecrated 
property from the moment that it was consecrated." Once the 
nape of its neck was pinched," it was rendered susceptible to 
disqualification for sacrifice through contact with one who was 
ritually impure who immersed in a ritual bath that day? and is 
waiting for nightfall for the purification process to be completed, 
and through contact with one who has not yet brought an atone- 
ment offering® to complete his purification process, e.g., a zav and 
a leper, who are not yet permitted to partake of sacrificial meat; and 
through its blood being left overnight," i.e, if its blood was not 
sprinkled before sunset. 


Once its blood was sprinkled," one is liable to receive karet for 
eating it due to violation of the prohibition of piggul, and the pro- 
hibition of notar, and the prohibition of partaking of sacrificial meat 
while ritually impure. But there is no liability for misuse of con- 
secrated property, because after the blood is sprinkled it is permitted 
for priests to partake of its meat and it is no longer consecrated 


exclusively to God. 
G E M A The mishna teaches: From the time the 
nape of its neck was pinched, the bird sin 
offering was rendered susceptible to disqualification for sacrifice 
through contact with one who immersed that day, and through 
contact with one who has not yet brought an atonement offering, 
and through its blood being left overnight. It can be inferred from 
here that yes, it is susceptible to disqualification, but it is not fit to 
render other items ritually impure." 


In light of the above inference, the Gemara asks: Whose opinion is 
expressed in the mishna? The Gemara answers: It is the opinion of 
the Rabbis, as it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Teharot 1:4) that 
Abba Shaul says: With regard to one who immersed that day, 


BACKGROUND 


Bird sin offering — 4ivit mewn: There are several situations 
where a bird is brought as a sin offering, e.g., it is brought by 
a woman who has given birth and by poor people who are 
obligated to bring a sliding-scale offering. Birds sacrificed as sin 
offerings are usually accompanied by a bird brought as a burnt 
offering. The bird sacrificed as a sin offering is killed by the priest 
with his fingernail, by a method called melika, or pinching. 


One who immersed that day - Di Diay: There are many 
instances of ritual impurity whose purification process requires 
both immersion in a ritual bath and waiting until nightfall on 
the day of the immersion. During the period between immer- 
sion and nightfall, a certain measure of impurity remains. 


One who derives benefit from a bird sin offering is liable for 
misuse from the moment that it was consecrated - nyn 
mwap nw Aa povin qiy: One who derives benefit from a bird 
sin offering is te for misuse of consecrated property from 
the moment that it was consecrated until its blood has been 
sprinkled on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:6). 


The nape was pinched, etc. - 15) mons: If one slaughters 
a bird, all of its meat becomes susceptible to ritual impurity 
due to the blood that emerges. If it was a consecrated bird, 
e.g, a sin offering, and it was touched by one who was ritually 
impure who immersed that day but will not become pure until 
nightfall, or one who has not yet brought an atonement offer- 
ing to complete his purification process, it is disqualified, as the 
bird becomes impure with fourth-degree impurity. This is in 


HALAKHA 


Consequently, in most cases, it remains prohibited for one who 
immersed during the day to partake of sacrificial foods or teruma 
if he is a priest. He is permitted to eat the second tithe, as it is 
not consecrated. 


One who has not yet brought an atonement offering — "pina 
mmaa: This category includes various types of people who are 
ritually impure: A woman after childbirth, a zav, a zava, and a 
healed leper, all of whom must bring offerings to complete their 
purification process. Until they bring these offerings, they are 
classified as lacking atonement, and they are not permitted to 
enter the Temple or partake of sacrificial foods. 


accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in the baraita cited 
later (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 2:7 and Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 10:3). 


And through its blood being left overnight — myb: If the 
blood of an offering, including a bird sin offering, was not sprin- 
kled before nightfall, the offering is disqualified. If the blood is 
sprinkled after this time, the offering is not accepted (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:37). 


Once its blood was sprinkled — m37 717: Once the blood of 
a bird sin offering has been sprinkled on the altar there is no 
longer liability for misuse. Although it is prohibited to derive 
benefit from its crop or feathers, one who does benefit from 
it after the blood has been sprinkled is not liable for misuse 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:6). 
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NOTES 
Susceptible to disqualification...to render other 
items impure - mah.. Spar: There is a distinction in 
the halakhot of ritual purity between an item which is 
merely disqualified, i.e., ritually impure itself, and an item 
that is impure to such a degree that it renders other items 
impure. 
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until sunset he is treated as one who is impure with first-degree 
impurity with regard to sacrificial food. In other words, an item of 
sacrificial food that he touches assumes the status of second-degree 
impurity. A second item that comes into contact with the first item 
of food assumes third-degree impurity. If a third item comes into 
contact with the second item, it assumes fourth-degree impurity, i.e., 
it may not be eaten but does not impart impurity to other items. 


Rabbi Meir says: One who immersed that day is considered impure 
with second-degree impurity, even with regard to sacrificial food, 
and therefore he renders sacrificial food impure and disqualifies 
teruma. And the Rabbis say: Just as he merely disqualifies teruma 
liquids and teruma foods, without them becoming impure to a 
degree that their impurity is transferred to another item, so too, he 
only disqualifies sacrificial liquids and sacrificial foods." Appar- 
ently, the mishna here is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis, not the opinions of Abba Shaul and Rabbi Meir. 


Rava rejects this analysis and says: The mishna can be explained 
even in accordance with the opinions of Abba Shaul and Rabbi 
Meir, as they might agree that by Torah law one who immersed that 
day only disqualifies the food and does not render it impure. But 
according to Abba Shaul, the Sages established a higher standard 
with regard to consecrated items, and therefore the Sages equated 
one who immersed that day to one who is impure with first-degree 
ritual impurity. 


Rava continues: According to Rabbi Meir, the Sages equated the 
impurity of one who immersed that day to food of second-degree 
ritual impurity, but according to the opinion of the Rabbis there is 
no additional impurity by rabbinic law. Their reasoning is that since 
he has immersed, although he is not completely pure, his level 
of ritual impurity is relatively weak. Therefore, he renders a sin 
offering disqualified, but he does not render it ritually impure. 


§ The mishna teaches with regard to a sin offering: Once its blood 
was sprinkled, one is liable to receive karet for its consumption due 
to violation of the prohibition of piggul, and the prohibition of notar, 
and the prohibition of partaking of sacrificial meat while ritually 
impure, but there is no liability for misuse of consecrated property. 
The Gemara infers: There is no liability for misuse of consecrated 
property, but there is a prohibition against deriving benefit from 
it even after the blood has been sprinkled. But why is there such a 
prohibition? Isn’t the meat of the sin offering the property of the 
priests after the blood has been sprinkled? Accordingly, they would 
therefore be permitted to consume this meat. 


Rabbi Hanina says in explanation: The mishna is referring to meat 
that has been taken out from the place where it is permitted to be 
eaten. And this ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva, who said: Sprinkling of the blood renders fit those portions 
that were taken out of the place where they may be eaten, i.e., the 
prohibition of misuse no longer applies to them, but they are not 
fit for consumption." 


HALAKHA 


One who immersed that day who touched teruma foods and 


Portions that were taken out are not fit for consumption — pase 


liquids or sacrificial liquids and foods - ix Doxa yaw op bap 
wip ix mann bw DPN: If one who immersed ‘that day touched 


teruma food or teruma liquids, he renders them impure with third- 


degree ritual impurity, as he himself is considered as one who 
has second-degree ritual impurity. If he touched sacrificial foods 
or liquids, he disqualifies them and renders them impure with 
fourth-degree ritual impurity. This halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 10:3). 


xn Tray na wht: With regard to meat of offerings of et sanc- 
tity that has been removed from the Temple courtyard before the 
blood was sprinkled, if the blood was sprinkled while the meat is 
still outside, the offering is valid. Sprinkling the blood only permits 
the flesh to be burned; it may not be eaten once it has been taken 
out. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:32). 
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The Gemara continues to discuss the halakha of a bird sin offering. 
After the nape ofits neck has been pinched and the blood sprinkled, 
the neck of the bird is pressed onto the side of the altar so that the 
blood is squeezed out and trickles down to the base of the altar. Rav 
Huna says that Rav says: Failure to squeeze out the blood from a 
bird sin offering™™” after sprinkling the blood does not invalidate 
the offering or prevent atonement, as Rav teaches in his version of 
the mishna: Once its blood was sprinkled. 


By contrast, Rav Adda bar Ahava says that Rav says: Failure to 
squeeze out the blood from a bird sin offering after sprinkling the 
blood does invalidate the offering and prevents atonement. And 
Rav teaches in his version of the mishna: Once its blood was 
squeezed out. Only after the blood has been squeezed out is the 
atonement complete and the bird may be eaten. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the statement of Rav 
Huna. Come and hear a verse in the Torah: “And he shall sprinkle 
of the blood of the sin offering upon the side of the altar; and the 
remainder of the blood shall be squeezed out at the base of the 
altar, it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 5:9). Granted, according to 
the opinion of Rav Adda bar Ahava, who holds that the squeezing 
out of the blood is essential, this is as it is written: “And the remain- 
der of the blood shall be squeezed out at the base of the altar, it is 
a sin offering.” This clause indicates that only after the blood has 
been squeezed out is it considered a valid sin offering. But accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rav Huna, what does the verse mean when it 
states: “The remainder of the blood shall be squeezed out at the 
base of the altar, it is a sin offering”? 


The Gemara answers that Rav Huna explains this verse as it is taught 
in a baraita of the school of Rabbi Yishmael: The verse teaches that 
if any of the blood remains inside the bird it must be squeezed out, 
but there is no requirement to ensure that blood must remain so 
that it can be squeezed out. Consequently, even if one does not 
squeeze out any blood on the side of the altar, the offering is valid. 
And what is the meaning of the phrase: “It is a sin offering”? This 
is referring to the first clause of the verse, i.e., it is a valid sin offering 
only if the blood is sprinkled on the side of the altar. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: If that is so, consider the 
fact that it is written with regard to a meal offering: “But that 
which is left of the meal offering shall be Aaron’s and his sons’; it is 
a thing most holy of the offerings of the Lord made by fire” (Leviti- 
cus 2:3). Does this also mean that if some of the meal offering 
remains then it is given to the priests, but there is no need to ensure 
that some of it remains ab initio? And if you would say this is indeed 
the case, 


but isn’t it taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And he shall bring 
it to Aaron’s sons the priests; and he shall remove his handful of its 
fine flour, and of its oil, together with all its frankincense; and the 
priest shall make its memorial part smoke upon the altar, an offering 
made by fire, of a pleasing aroma to the Lord” (Leviticus 2:2)? This 
verse excludes those situations where some of its flour was missing, 
or some of its oil was missing, or some of its frankincense was 
missing," in which case the priest may not place the meal offering 
on the fire. This indicates that one must ensure that some of the flour, 
oil, and frankincense remain. 


NOTES 
Squeezing out the blood from a bird sin offering - s% 
niya nxn: The procedure for squeezing out the blood of 
a bird sin offering is described in tractate Zevahim (64b). 
The blood is sprinkled on the lower half of the altar, below 
the red line, after which the blood that remains in the body 
is squeezed out from that spot to the base of the altar. 


HALAKHA 
Squeezing out the blood from a bird sin offering - s% 
Avi mewn: Failure to squeeze out the blood of a bird sin 
offering prevents atonement. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Adda bar Ahava, citing Rav (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:7). 


BACKGROUND 


Squeezing out the blood from a bird sin offering — 1x7 
giya mxwn: This diagram depicts the various parts of the 
altar, including the place where the blood of a bird sin offer- 
ing is sprinkled, below the red line, and the place where the 
blood is squeezed out, at the base of the altar. 


Altar 


HALAKHA 

Excludes situations where some of its flour was missing... 
or its frankincense was missing — AbD Mon vp 
ania) TWM: If a meal offering was missing some of its 

flour, one should bring more and refill it. If some of the oil 

was missing, the offering is disqualified. If some of the frank- 
incense is missing, the offering is valid. This is the halakha 

provided that at least two grains of frankincense remain. If 
only one grain remains, the offering is disqualified (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:8, 16). 
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HALAKHA =—W¥-W¥——_—_—_- 
Outside its area... beyond its time - out yn.. yn: 
If, during either the pinching of the nape or the squeezing 
out of the blood of a bird offering, one had an improper 
intent to burn it or eat it after its designated time, the offer- 
ing is piggul. If he intended to sacrifice it or eat it beyond its 
designated location, it is disqualified, but one who eats from 
it is not liable to receive karet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 131-2, 5). 
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The Sages said in response to the difficulty of Rav Aha, son of Rava: 
In general, the terms “remainder” or “leftover” refer to a situation 
where there happened to be some of the item remaining. Yet, the 
case of the meal offering is unique, as there it is written: “But that 
which is left of the meal offering shall be Aaron’s and his sons’; it is 
a thing most holy of the offerings of the Lord made by fire” (Leviti- 
cus 2:3). This part of the verse is superfluous, as it appears in Leviti- 
cus 2:10 as well. It is therefore derived from the repetition of this 
phrase that in the specific case of a meal offering one must ensure 
that some of the items remain. This requirement does not apply to 
a bird sin offering. 


Shmuel’s father raises an objection to Rav Huna from a mishna 
(Zevahim 64b): With regard to both a bird sin offering and a bird 
burnt offering, where the priest pinched their nape or squeezed 
out their blood with the intent to partake of an item whose typical 
manner is to partake of it, or to burn an item whose typical manner 
is to burn it on the altar, outside its designated area, the offering is 
not valid, but there is no liability for karet for one who partakes of 
the offering. If his intent was to eat it or burn it beyond its desig- 
nated time," the offering is piggul and one is liable to receive karet 
for partaking of the offering, provided that the permitting factor, the 
blood, was sacrificed in accordance with its mitzva. In any event, 
this mishna teaches: Squeezed out their blood, indicating that 
failure to squeeze out the blood disqualifies the offering. 


Shmuel’s father raises the objection and he resolves it himself. The 
tanna of that mishna teaches it disjunctively. In other words, the 
two clauses of the mishna are referring to two different cases. The 
halakha of pinching the nape of the neck applies to both the bird 
sin offering and the bird burnt offering. By contrast, the squeezing 
out of the blood applies only to a bird burnt offering, whose blood 
is not sprinkled on the altar. For this reason, the priest’s intent at 
the time of squeezing out the blood is significant. In the case of a 
bird sin offering, it is only an intent at the time of sprinkling that 
invalidates the offering. 


The Gemara returns to the matter itself, i.e., the baraita cited above: 
The tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught’ that if any of 
the blood remains inside the bird it must be squeezed out, but there 
is no requirement to ensure that blood remains for this purpose. 
Consequently, even if one does not squeeze out the blood on the 
side of the altar, the offering is valid. 


The Gemara asks: But the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught there, 
on Zevahim 52a, that failure with regard to the remainder of the 
blood invalidates the offering, and Rav Pappa said: Both Rabbi 
Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva agree that failure to pour the remainder 
of the blood on the base does not invalidate the offering. The practi- 
cal difference between them is whether or not failure to squeeze 
out the blood from a bird sin offering after sprinkling the blood 
invalidates the offering. The school of Rabbi Yishmael rules that it 
does invalidate the offering, and Rabbi Akiva maintains that it 
does not invalidate the offering. The Gemara answers: There are 
two tanna’im and they disagree with regard to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yishmael. 


BACKGROUND 


The tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught - +37 xan 
bryne 190: Even when writing the Oral Torah was permitted, 
most of it was not initially recorded. Some say that the Mishna 
itself was not written at the time of its redaction. Accordingly, 
many rabbinic statements, such as those found in the Tosefta 
and other baraitot, were preserved and transmitted orally. Each 
Sage was expected to commit the entire Mishna to memory, 


as well as a significant number of other tannaitic statements. 
Nevertheless, complete mastery of all of these sources was the 
province of certain tanna'im who were experts at memoriza- 
tion, and therefore could recall massive amounts of material 
and recite it on demand. Often, the most prominent of these 
tanna’im were affiliated with the specific study hall of one of the 
Sages, where they served as living anthologies of this material. 
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MI S HN A One is liable for misusing a bird burnt 


offering from the moment that it was 
consecrated." When the nape of its neck was pinched," it was 
rendered susceptible to disqualification for sacrifice through 
contact with one who immersed in a ritual bath that day, and 
through contact with one who has not yet brought an atone- 
ment offering, and through its blood being left overnight. Once 
its blood was squeezed out, one is liable to receive karet for 
eating it, due to violation of the prohibition of piggul, and the 
prohibition of notar, and the prohibition of partaking of sacrifi- 
cial meat while ritually impure.” And as it may not be eaten, one 
is liable for its misuse until it leaves to the place of the ashes," 
where it is burned. 


One is liable for misuse of bulls that are burned and goats that 
are burned" from the moment that they were consecrated." 
Once they were slaughtered, they were rendered susceptible 
to disqualification" for sacrifice through contact with one who 
immersed that day, and through contact with one who has not 
yet brought an atonement offering, and through its blood being 
left overnight. Once its blood was sprinkled, one is liable to 
receive karet for eating it, due to violation of the prohibition 
of piggul, and the prohibition of notar, and the prohibition of 
partaking of sacrificial meat while ritually impure. And one is 
liable for its misuse even when it is in the place of the ashes, 
until the flesh has been completely scorched. 


One is liable for misuse of the burnt offering from the moment 
that it was consecrated." Once it was slaughtered it was ren- 
dered susceptible to disqualification for sacrifice through 
contact with one who immersed that day, and through contact 
with one who has not yet brought an atonement offering, and 

through its blood being left overnight. Once its blood was 

sprinkled, one is liable to receive karet for eating it, due to viola- 
tion of the prohibition of piggul, and the prohibition of notar, 
and the prohibition of partaking of sacrificial meat while ritually 
impure. And one is not liable for misuse of the hides, but one 

is liable for misuse of the flesh" until it leaves to the place of 
the ashes. 


HALAKHA 


One is liable for misusing a bird burnt offering from the moment 
that it was consecrated, etc. -^ai nwnw ma poyia gia niy: 
he prohibition of misuse in the case of a 
bird burnt offering from the moment that it is consecrated until it 
has been burned on the altar and removed to the place of the ashes 


One is liable for violating 


(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 2:3). 


When the nape was pinched, etc. - 151 apron: In the case of one 
bath that day who touched blood that 
emerged from a bird offering after the nape of its neck was pinched, 
or the flesh of the bird, he renders that which he touched impure 
impurity. This halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis in the baraita cited later (Rambam 


who immersed in a ritua 


with fourth-degree ritua 


Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 10:3). 


of the ashes and the meat is dissolved. Before the meat is dissolved 
one is liable for deriving benefit from them even when they are at 
the place of the ashes (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:4). 


Once they were slaughtered they were rendered susceptible 
to disqualification, etc. - ^3) boar IWT WNW: In the case of 
one who immersed in a ritual bath that day who touched blood 
that emerged from an offering after it was slaughtered, he renders 
it impure with fourth-degree ritual impurity. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis in the baraita cited earlier (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 10:3). 


One is liable for misuse of the burnt offering from the moment 
that it was consecrated - nwaprmwa ma phyin niyn: One is 
liable for misuse of a burnt offering from the moment that it was 


Once its blood was squeezed out one is liable...due to pig- 
gul, notar, and partaking of sacrificial meat while ritually 
impure — X90) 113 Save DW... PIT At MYA: If one had intent 
when squeezing out the blood of a bird offering to eat it or to burn 
the appropriate parts after the designated time, he has committed 
the sin of piggul. If he intended to eat or burn it outside its place, 
he disqualifies the offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 
13:1-2, 5). 


One is liable for misuse of bulls that are burned and goats that 
are burned from the moment that they were consecrated, etc. - 
nawpa a phyin swan Oyen maw DB: With regard 
to the bulls and goats that are burned, one is liable for misuse 
if he derives benefit from them from the moment that they are 
consecrated until they have been completely scorched at the place 


consecrated until it is burned on the altar and the ashes are removed 
and brought to the place of the ashes (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Meiila 2:3). 


Misuse of the hide of a burnt offering or its flesh - waa myyn 
miyn aia: One is liable for misuse of offerings of the most sacred 
order, including a burnt offering, from the moment that they were 
consecrated until the blood has been sprinkled. Once the blood 
has been sprinkled one is not liable for misuse, except with regard 
to those items which are entirely consumed by the fire, for which 
one is liable until they have been burned and the ashes removed to 
the place of the ashes. This does not apply to the hides of animals, 
which are not burned but are given to the priests (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:2). 


e publisher 


NOTES 

The place of the ashes — yw ma: The place of 
the ashes is a general term which includes several 
places where the ashes from the altar were placed 
and where sacrificial meat was burned if it was 
not suitable for the altar. In the Temple courtyard 
itself there were two places of ashes. One was to 
the east of the ramp, which was south of the altar. 
The ashes from the external altar, the inner altar, and 
the Candelabrum were placed there, together with 
the feathers and crop of the bird offerings. The Torah 
calls this the place of the ashes, in the verse: “And he 
shall take away its crop with its feathers, and cast it 
beside the altar on the east part, in the place of the 
ashes” (Leviticus 1:16). The second place was to the 
east of the altar, where those offerings that were 
unfit for the altar were burned. 

In addition, there were two other places desig- 
nated for burning. One was on the Temple Mount, 
which was for burning the bulls and goats tha 
were designated for burning outside Jerusalem 
but which became disqualified after the blood was 
sprinkled. This is in accordance with the opinion o 
Rav Nahman, citing Rabba bar Avuh (Zevahim 104b). 
According to Levi, this place was used if the offering 
became disqualified after it was removed from the 
Temple courtyard. The other place was where they 
brought the ashes that were removed from the 
external altar, which was used for burning the bulls 
and goats that were sacrificed correctly. This place 
was outside Jerusalem. 


Bulls that are burned and goats that are 
burned — Dawa apy DWI OD: This cate- 
gory includes theYom Kippur bull and goat, the bull 
sacrificed for an unwitting communal transgression, 
the bull brought for an unwitting sin committed 
by the anointed priest, and the goat sacrificed for 
an unwitting communal sin of idolatrous worship. 
The blood of all these sin offerings is brought inside 
the Sanctuary and sprinkled on the curtain and the 
inner altar. In the case of the Yom Kippur bull and 
goat, the blood is also sprinkled inside the Holy of 
Holies, between the staves of the Ark. The flesh of 
these animals is not sacrificed at all, but is burned 
outside Jerusalem. 
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——————__ NOTES 
And through it being left overnight - nya: Rashi 
comments that this clause should be deleted, as the two 
oaves were sometimes eaten on the day after they were 
baked, and were not disqualified by being left overnight 
(but see Ri on 8a, citing Tosafot). 


The shewbread - 057 ond: The shewbread is the 
welve loaves that were placed on the Golden Table 
inside the Sanctuary. When the priests arranged the 
shewbread on the Table on Shabbat, they placed two 
bowls of frankincense on the Golden Table as well. The 
ollowing Shabbat, when they removed the bread, they 
sacrificed the frankincense and divided the shewbread 
among the priests. The Hebrew name for the shewbread, 
lehem happanim, is derived from the word panim, which 
can mean walls or corners. It is a reference to the unusual 
shape of the bread (see Menahot 96a and Rashi there). 
Alternatively, the name is derived from penim, inside, as 
the shewbread was placed inside the Sanctuary (HaKetav 
VehaKabbala). It is also known as the lehem hatamid, 
the continuous bread, as it was always present in the 
Sanctuary. 


Preists placing the shewbread on the Table in the Sanctuary 
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One is liable for misuse of a sin offering, and a guilt offering, and 
communal peace offerings" from the moment that they were 
consecrated. Once they were slaughtered they were rendered 
susceptible to disqualification for sacrifice through contact with 
one who immersed that day, and through contact with one who 
has not yet brought an atonement offering, and through its blood 
being left overnight. Once their blood was sprinkled, one is liable 
to receive karet for eating them, due to violation of the prohibition 
of piggul, and the prohibition of notar, and the prohibition of par- 
taking of sacrificial meat while ritually impure. One is not liable for 
misuse of the flesh, but one is liable for misuse of their sacrificial 
portions, i.e., the portions that are to be consumed on the altar, 
until they leave to the place of the ashes. 


One is liable for misuse of the two loaves" brought on the festival 

of Shavuot from the moment that they were consecrated. Once 

they formed a crust," they were rendered susceptible to disquali- 
fication for sacrifice through contact with one who immersed that 

day, and through contact with one who has not yet brought an 

atonement offering, and through it being left overnight," and they 
are rendered eligible to slaughter with them the accompanying 

offering of the two lambs. Once the blood of the lambs is sprinkled, 
one is liable to receive karet for eating the loaves, due to violation 

of the prohibition of piggul, and the prohibition of notar, and the 

prohibition of partaking of consecrated food while ritually impure. 
And they are not subject to the halakhot of misuse, as at that point 

their consumption is permitted. 


One is liable for misuse of the shewbread,™" which is arranged on 
the Golden Table in the Sanctuary each Shabbat, from the moment 
that it was consecrated. Once it formed a crust in the oven it 
assumes the status of bread and its halakhic status is like that of 
offerings of the most sacred order after the animal was slaughtered, 
in that it was rendered susceptible to disqualification through 
contact with one who immersed that day, and through contact 
with one who has not yet brought an atonement offering, and it is 
rendered eligible for arrangement upon the Table in the Sanctuary. 


Once the bowls of frankincense brought with the shewbread of the 
previous week were sacrificed, one is liable to receive karet for 
eating the loaves due to violation of the prohibition of piggul," 
and the prohibition of notar, and the prohibition of partaking of 
consecrated food while ritually impure. But it is not subject to the 
halakhot of misuse, as at that point its consumption is permitted. 


HALAKHA 


One is liable for misuse of a sin offering and a guilt offering 
and communal peace offerings, etc. - "w oan DONI NKUN 
^da pwin ay: One is liable for misuse of an animal sin 
offering, a guilt offering, or a communal peace offering from the 
moment that they were consecrated until the blood has been 
sprinkled. Once the blood has been sprinkled one is liable for 
misuse of the fats until they have been removed to the place of 
the ashes. There is no liability for misuse of the meat (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:6). 


One is liable for misuse of the two loaves, etc. — onda Bald 
^73) povin: One is liable for misuse of the two loaves brought 
on Shavuot from the moment that they were consecrated, before 
they were baked, until the blood of the accompanying lamb 
offering has been sprinkled. Once the blood of the lamb has 
been sprinkled, it is permitted to eat the bread and there is no 
longer any prohibition of misuse (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Me'ila 2:8). 


Once they formed a crust, etc. — ^3) Vana W977: All of the hala- 
khotwhich apply to ritual impurity of food or liquids apply to the 
two loaves from the time that the crust forms in the oven. The 


same applies to the shewbread (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
She'ar Avot HaTumot 11:13). 


One is liable for misuse of the shewbread, etc. - 0571 ond 
^a pwin: One is liable for misuse of the shewbread from the 
moment that it is consecrated, despite the fact that it has not 
yet been baked, until the frankincense is sacrificed. Once the 
frankincense has been sacrificed, the shewbread is permitted in 
consumption and there is no longer any prohibition of misuse 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:8). 


Once the bowls of frankincense were sacrificed one is liable to 
receive karet. ..due to piggul — Diva DW... PIVN pona Dp: 
If one arranged the shewbread and the vessels of frankincense 
on Shabbat, and yet he did not sacrifice the frankincense imme- 
diately, in accordance with its mitzva, but only after Shabbat, 
whether after that Shabbat or another Shabbat, the bread is 
disqualified. It has the same status as sacrificial animals that 
became disqualified, and one who eats it can be rendered liable 
for piggul, notar, and consuming sacrificial food while ritually 
impure (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:14). 
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One is liable for misuse of the meal offerings from the moment that 
they were consecrated." Once they were consecrated through 
placement of the flour in a service vessel," they were rendered 
susceptible to disqualification for sacrifice through contact with 
one who immersed that day, and through contact with one who 
has not yet brought an atonement offering, and through its blood 
being left overnight. 


Once the handful taken from the meal offering was sacrificed, one 
is liable to receive karet for eating the meal offering due to violation 
of the prohibition of piggul, and the prohibition of notar, and the 
prohibition of partaking of consecrated food while ritually impure. 
And one is not liable for misuse of the remainder of the meal offer- 
ing, which is eaten by the priests, but one is liable for misuse of the 
handful" that is sacrificed, until it leaves to the place of the ashes. 


G E M ARA It was stated that there is a dispute between 


amora’im with regard to one who derives 
benefit from the ash of the round heap that is on top of the altar." 
Rav says: One who derives benefit from it is not liable for misuse 
of consecrated property, and Rabbi Yohanan says: One who derives 
benefit from it is liable for misuse of consecrated property. 


The Gemara clarifies this dispute: Before the removal of the ashes,” 

everyone agrees that one who derives benefit from it is liable for 
misuse of consecrated property. The reason is that the mitzva of the 

removal of the ashes has not yet been completed. When they dis- 
agree it is with regard to the halakha after the removal of the ashes, 
at which point the mitzva has been completed. 


Rav says that one who derives benefit from it is not liable for misuse 
of consecrated property, as its mitzva has been performed and 
completed. And Rabbi Yohanan says that one is liable for misuse, 
since it is written: “And the priest shall put on his linen garment, 
and his linen breeches shall he put upon his flesh; and he shall 
take up the ashes to where the fire has consumed the burnt offering 
on the altar, and he shall put them beside the altar. And he shall 
remove his garments, and don other garments, and carry forth the 
ashes outside the camp” (Leviticus 6:3-4). Rabbi Yohanan explains: 
Since taking the ashes outside the Temple also requires the priestly 
vestments, albeit garments of lesser quality than those used to 
remove the ashes from the altar, evidently the ash remains in its 
consecrated state. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty against the opinion of Rav. We learned 
in the mishna, with regard to the bird burnt offering: One is liable 
for its misuse until it leaves to the place of the ashes, where it is 
burned. This indicates that the halakhot of misuse apply while the 
ashes remain on the altar, even after the removal of ashes, which is 
difficult for the opinion of Rav. The Gemara answers that Rav could 
have said to you: The mishna means that one is liable until the ash 
is fit to be taken out to the place of ashes, i.e., once it is burned on 
the altar and has had a shovel of ashes removed from it. 


HALAKHA 


One is liable for misuse of the meal offerings from the moment 
that they were consecrated, etc. — wapimwn ja poyin ning 
"131: One is liable for misuse of meal offerings from the moment 
they were consecrated, despite the fact that they have not yet 
been placed into a service vessel, until the handful is sacrificed. 
Once the handful has been sacrificed the remainder is permitted 
for consumption (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:7). 


Once they were consecrated in a service vessel — oa Wp: 
All of the halakhot which apply to ritual impurity of food or liq- 
uids apply to meal offerings from the moment that they are 
placed in a service vessel (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot Halumot 11:13). 


One is liable for misuse of the handful - ynipa povin: One 
is liable for misuse of the handful from the moment that it is 
consecrated until it is removed to the place of the ashes after 
it has been burned on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Me'ila 2:3). 


One who derives benefit from the ash of the round heap that 
is on top of the altar - nayan +33 byw Msn DKA TITAN: If one 
derives benefit from the ashes of the external altar, whether 
before or after the shovelful of ashes has been removed, he has 
committed the transgression of misuse. This halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 214 and Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:15). 


BACKGROUND 

The removal of the ashes — jwn mana: It is a positive 
mitzva to remove some of the ashes from the altar each 
morning and bring it to the floor of the courtyard (Leviti- 
cus 6:3). This was the first of the daily services performed 
in the Temple. In addition, from time to time, when the 
ashes accumulated, they would be removed from the 
Temple to a place set aside outside Jerusalem called the 
place of the ashes. 
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LANGUAGE 
Substance [meshasha] - xwwr: The original mean- 
ing of this term is an item that can be touched, i.e., a 
solid as opposed to a liquid or powder. In addition, it 
also has the wider meaning of an item of substance. In 
modern Hebrew the term mamash, reality or substance, 
is derived from the same root as mashash. 


BACKGROUND 
Those who learn before the Sages - 230 237 PTI: 
This apparently is referring to a specific Sage or group of 
Sages. Although elsewhere the Gemara (Sanhedrin 17b) 
states that this expression refers to Levi, Tosafot note that 
this cannot be the case here. Rather, it is referring to cer- 
tain young scholars who were in the vineyard of Yavne. 


310 =MEILA: PEREKII: 9B: 0974p 


a byn aypaw 3) van 
nypaw nons aim x) - nats 
"3 a K7. x5 - mayan as Dyp 

symp - navn 


a whis sera - pn at xabwa 
Dee NOT ID 23779 TW OP 
Kvam 


KAYU KD TIY mb TINT NDN 
KI NUWN MA MKT- NYM owe 
ab shox - xn ma nb y 
- a soba ja phyin px nan 

INOW PNY ET NON A 


oor pan xa nh 937 Jo Y 
MND MOM ANPT KYY WT, TDN 
7a ICT mbna brows pune 
- mayan 33 byn TYPI > KYVYN 

im xh 


DUTP WIP Wad AA MK 
DWI OX) OT NPN rap) 
TW NDI APY me op 
row ax 19) mab Denne 

‘rata bow 1 


rtd it moe onda penn xn 
‘DIK DN nab ponds onsbin 
ATXA nana (ia ww? 

bp 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav’s explanation from a mishna 
(Zevahim 86a): And all of those unfit offerings, with regard to which 
it was taught that if they ascended to the altar they do not descend, 
in a case where they were dislodged" from upon the altar, the priest 
does not restore them to the altar. And likewise, with regard to an 
ember that was dislodged" from upon the altar, the priest does not 
restore it to the altar. It can be inferred from the mishna that if the 
ember was still on the altar, then the priest must restore it. 


The Gemara explains the objection: Granted, according to Rabbi 
Yohanan this works out well, as he maintains that even after the 
shovelful of ashes has been removed, an ember on the pile of ashes 
still retains its sanctity. But according to Rav this is difficult. The 
Gemara answers that Rav could have said to you: An ember is dif- 
ferent, as it has substance [ meshasha]' and is therefore still fit to be 
burned on the altar. 


There is a Sage who stated this objection in the opposite manner: 
The mishna indicates that the reason that the priest must return it to 
the altar is because it is an ember, and that it has substance. It can 
be inferred from this that one who derives benefit from ash, which 
does not have substance, is not liable for misuse of consecrated 
property even when it is on the top of the altar. Granted, according 
to Rav this works out well, but according to Rabbi Yohanan it 


is difficult. 


The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yohanan could have said to you: 
The same is true that even ash that was dislodged must be returned. 
And this is the reason that the mishna teaches an ember, and not 
ash: It is coming to teach us that even in the case of an ember, which 
has substance, if it is dislodged from upon the altar the priest does 
not return it. 


§ One of the halakhot of misuse is that the violator must pay the 
value of the benefit he derived and add an extra one-fifth. It was 
stated that there is a dispute between amora’im with regard to this 
money: In the case of one who derives benefit from meat of an 
offering of the most sacred order before the sprinkling of the 
blood" on the altar, or who derives benefit from sacrificial portions, 
such as the fats of offerings of lesser sanctity, after the sprinkling 
of the blood," Rav says: The value of that benefit which he derived 
is allocated for communal gift offerings, and Levi says: One must 
bring an item that is entirely consumed on the altar, e.g., incense. 
One does not bring a burnt offering with this money, as the hide of 
a burnt offering belongs to the priests. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Levi: This 
money paid for misuse of consecrated items, to where does it go? 
The Rabbis who are called: Those who learn before the Sages,” say: 
One must bring an item that is entirely consumed on the altar, and 
what is that? Incense, which is burned on the altar in its entirety. 


HALAKHA 


All of those unfit offerings where they were dislodged, etc. - 
“DVypaw ths: The wool on the heads of sheep, the hairs of the 
beards of goats, as well as bones, tendons, horns, and hooves, 
are burned together with an offering if they are still attached to 
it. If they were dislodged from the altar they are not returned to it 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:2). 


An ember that was dislodged - nypaw mbm: An ember that was 
dislodged from the altar is not returned to the altar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:2). 


One who derives benefit from meat of an offering of the most 
sacred order before the sprinkling of the blood — wan maman 
DT Np 23 Dw? wp: One who derives benefit from an 


offering of the most sacred order before the blood has been 
sprinkled must repay the value of the benefit he derived, and 
the money is allocated for a communal gift offering. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me‘ila 3:10). 


One who derives benefit from the sacrificial portions of offer- 
ings of lesser sanctity after the sprinkling of the blood - 73733 
Dnt np anny) ap DWP mayga: One who derives benefit 
from the fats of an offering of lesser sanctity after the blood has 
been sprinkled must repay the value of the benefit he derived, 
and the money is allocated for a communal gift offering. This 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 3:10). 
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It is taught in another baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav: 
In the case of one who derives benefit from money set aside for the 

purchase of a sin offering or set aside as money for the purchase of 
a guilt offering," if he pays before his sin offering is sacrificed he 

must add the amount of the benefit he derived and an additional fifth 

and bring with that money a more expensive animal as his sin offer- 
ing. And likewise, if he pays before his guilt offering is sacrificed, 
he must add the amount of the benefit he derived and an additional 

fifth and bring with that money a more expensive animal as his guilt 

offering. If his sin offering has already been sacrificed, the money 
is cast into the Dead Sea. If his guilt offering has already been 

sacrificed, the money is allocated for communal gift offerings. 


The baraita continues: One who derives benefit from meat of an 
offering of the most sacred order before the sprinkling of the 
blood on the altar, or ifhe derives benefit from sacrificial portions, 
such as the fats of offerings of lesser sanctity, after the sprinkling 
of the blood, the value of that benefit which he derived is allocated 
for communal gift offerings. The baraita summarizes: The reimburse- 
ment for misuse of all offerings which are sacrificed on the altar is 
used to purchase items for the altar, whereas the reimbursement for 
misuse of all offerings which are consecrated for Temple mainte- 
nance is donated to Temple maintenance. And the reimbursement 
for misuse of all communal offerings is allocated for communal gift 
offerings. 


The Gemara notes that this baraita itself is difficult, i.e., it is appar- 
ently self-contradictory. In the first clause it teaches that if he pays 
before his sin offering is sacrificed he must add the amount of the 
benefit he derived and an additional fifth and bring a more expensive 
animal as his sin offering, and if his sin offering has already been 
sacrificed the money is cast into the Dead Sea. But it is taught in 
the latter clause of the baraita: The reimbursement for misuse of all 
offerings that are sacrificed on the altar must be used to purchase 
items for the altar. The Gemara further explains the contradiction: 
And it can be inferred from this last statement that there is no differ- 
ence if the owner has already achieved atonement through his sin 
offering and there is no difference if the owner has not yet achieved 
atonement through his sin offering. 


The Gemara answers that the first clause is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who says: Any sin offering whose own- 
ers achieved atonement by means of another animal must be left to 
die. Therefore, if the owner has achieved atonement, the money for 
misuse must be cast into the Dead Sea. 


And the latter clause of the baraita is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, who maintain that a sin offering that became lost is 
left to die only if it was found after its replacement had already been 
sacrificed. Rav Geviha of Bei Katil likewise said to Rav Ashi that 
this is what Abaye said: The first clause of that baraita is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon and the latter clause is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. 


HALAKHA 


One who derives benefit from money for a sin offer- 
ing or as money for a guilt offering — %33 737137 
DW nata nyn: With regard to one who derives 
benefit from the money set aside for a sin offering, if 
he does so before his sin offering is sacrificed he must 
add an extra one-fifth to the value of the benefit he 
derived and use the entire amount to purchase a bet- 
ter sin offering. He must also bring a guilt offering for 
his misuse. Similarly, in the case of one who derives 
benefit from the money set aside for a guilt offering, 
if he does so before the animal is sacrificed he must 
add an extra one-fifth to the value of the benefit he 
derived and use the entire amount to purchase a bet- 
ter guilt offering. He must also bring another guilt 
offering for misuse. This is because the fine for mis- 
use of offerings is used for the purchase of sacrificial 
animals. In the case of a sin offering, if he discovers 
that he has committed misuse but the offering was 
sacrificed before he added the additional amount, or 
if he separated the additional money but did not use it 
to purchase his offering, the value of the offering and 
the additional one-fifth must be destroyed by being 
cast into the Dead Sea. In a similar case involving a 
guilt offering, the money, including the additional 
one-fifth, is allocated for gift offerings. This halakha is 
in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 4:7). 
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HALAKHA 


Everyone concedes that if one derived benefit, 
etc. = 131 7272 OXY Tin Som: With regard to 
one who derives benefit, before the blood was 
sprinkled, from the meat of an offering of the most 
sacred order that became ritually impure, or from 
the fats of an offering of lesser sanctity that had 
been taken up to the top of the altar, he is exempt. 
This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:11). 


Meat of an offering of the most sacred order 
that had become ritually impure - »w7? Wa 
NavIw DWP: It is a positive mitzva to burn any 
offerings that became ritually impure, as the verse 
states (Leviticus 7:19): “And the meat that touches 
any impure thing shall not be eaten; it shall be 
burnt with fire” (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:1). 


With regard to the sacrificial portions of offer- 
ings of lesser sanctity there is a mitzva, etc. — 
DVT KD mp Dw TP Wag: The fats of offer- 
ings of lesser sanctity which were not consumed 

during the night are returned by the priests to 

the sides of the altar, to be turned in the fire until 

they are consumed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 2:13). 


The handful and the frankincense, etc. - ynipi 
3) ayiabm: The handful, the frankincense, the 
meal ‘offering of the priests, the meal offering of 
the High Priest, and the meal offering accompa- 
nied by wine libations are subject to the prohibi- 
tion of misuse from when they are consecrated 
until after they have been burned and removed 
to the place of the ashes (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Mela 2:3). 


One consecrated them in the service vessel — 
pa 18T: All of the halakhot of ritual impurity 
which apply to consecrated food or liquids apply 
to meal offerings once they have been conse- 
crated in a service vessel (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 11:13). 


There is no liability for piggul — 7a prs bana: One 
cannot be liable for piggul for the handful, frank- 
incense, and the meal offerings that are entirely 
burned, e.g., the meal offering of priests or the 
meal offering accompanied by libations, as these 
meal offerings do not have a handful removed as 
a permitting factor (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:8). 


This is the principle, any consecrated item that 
has permitting factors, etc. - b ww bs Ubon m 
^D pY: One is not liable for piggul in the case of 
items which do not have a permitting factor, but 
one is liable for notar or for eating them in a state 
of ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:17). 


LANGUAGE 


Fork [tzinnora] — x1i9¥: Tzinnora is a general 
name for curved or bent metal instruments. There 
were a variety of types of such instruments, for 
different usages. Some were formed like a hook, 
while others were ring-like with metal handles. 
Apparently, the type used in the Temple was like a 
large fork with two prongs with which the burning 
wood or the limbs and fats on the wood were 
turned over. The Targum translates the Hebrew 
word mazleg as tzinnora in Aramaic. 
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§ Rava says: With regard to the dispute between Rav and Rabbi 
Yohanan, everyone concedes that if one derived benefit" from meat 
of an offering of the most sacred order that had become ritually 
impure" before the sprinkling of the blood on the altar, or from the 
sacrificial portions, such as the fats of offerings of lesser sanctity, 
after they have been brought up to the altar, that he is not liable for 
misuse of consecrated property, and is exempt from repayment or 
bringing an offering. The reason is that although in both cases the 
meat must be burned, this burning is not considered part of the 
Temple service. 


The Gemara asks: Isn't this ruling obvious? What loss did the one who 
derived benefit cause to Temple property? The impure meat of an 
offering of the most sacred order is unfit for the altar and may not be 
eaten by the priests, and once the portions of offerings of lesser sanctity 
have been placed on the altar no further service is performed with them. 


The Gemara answers that Rava’s statement is necessary, lest you say 
with regard to meat of an offering of the most sacred order that had 
become ritually impure: There is a mitzva for the priests to burn it; 
and lest you say with regard to the sacrificial portions from the fats of 
offerings of lesser sanctity: There is a mitzva" to turn them with a 
fork [betzinnora]' while they are on the altar, so that they will burn 
more evenly and quickly. Consequently, one who derives benefit from 
them should be liable for misuse. Rava therefore teaches us that there 
is no liability for misuse, as the mitzva to burn them or turn them is not 
considered part of the sacrificial rite. 


Rava said, in explanation of the above baraita: This halakha that you 
say, that ifhis sin offering has already been sacrificed, then the money 
is cast into the Dead Sea, this statement applies only if his prohibited 
benefit was made known to him before the atonement, i.e., before the 
sacrifice of the animal. In such a case, he could have added his money 
to the value and purchased a better animal for his offering. But if it 
became known to him only after the atonement, i.e., the sacrifice of 
the animal, the money is not cast into the Dead Sea. Instead, it is allo- 
cated for communal gift offerings. What is the reason? There is a 
principle that one does not separate money or an offering from the 
outset in order for it to be lost or destroyed by being cast into the 


Dead Sea. 
MI S HN The mishna lists sacrificial items that are con- 
sumed in their entirety on the altar and of which 
the priests have no share. One is liable for misuse of the handful taken 
from the meal offering, and the frankincense" burned with the handful 
on the altar, and the incense burned each day on the golden altar in 
the Sanctuary, and the meal offering of priests, from which a handful 
is not taken but which is burned in its entirety, and the meal offering 
of the anointed priest, i.e., the High Priest, and the meal offering 
sacrificed with the libations that accompany offerings. In all these cases, 
one is liable for misuse from the moment that they were consecrated 
through declaration. 


Once one consecrated them by placing them in the appropriate ser- 
vice vessel," each was rendered susceptible to disqualification for 

sacrifice through contact with one who immersed in a ritual bath that 

day, and through contact with one who has not yet brought an atone- 
ment offering, and through it being left overnight, and one is liable 

to receive karet for eating it, due to violation of the prohibition of notar, 
and due to the prohibition of partaking of it while ritually impure; but 

there is no liability for piggul" in each of these cases. 


This is the principle that applies to piggul: With regard to any conse- 
crated item that has permitting factors," i.e., there is another item 
whose sacrifice renders it permitted for consumption by the altar or 
by an individual, one is not liable due to violation of the prohibition 
of piggul, and the prohibition of notar, and the prohibition of partaking 
of it while ritually impure, until they sacrifice the permitting 
factors. 
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And with regard to any item that does not have permitting factors, 
e.g, the handful and the frankincense, as they render other items per- 
mitted whereas no other items are needed to render them permitted, 
once one sanctified them in the appropriate service vessel, one is 
liable to receive karet for eating it, due to violation of the prohibition 
of notar, and the prohibition of partaking of it while ritually impure; 
but there is no liability for piggul in those cases. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that one is liable for the 


prohibition of notar and the prohibition of 
eating an item while ritually impure, both with regard to items that have 
permitting factors and items that do not have permitting factors. The 
Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? The Gemara 
answers that this is as the Sages taught in a baraita: One might have 
thought that one is liable due to partaking of sacrificial food in a state 
of ritual impurity only with regard to an item that has permitting 
factors. 


The baraita continues: And this is a logical inference: If with regard 
to piggul, which renders one who eats it unwittingly liable through 
one awareness, i.e., for one to be liable to bring a sin offering it is 
enough for him to become aware after the fact that he had sinned 
unwittingly, and its offering for one who eats it unwittingly is fixed, 
and there are no circumstances in which its general prohibition was 
permitted, i.e., it is never permitted to eat piggul, and yet one is liable 
due to the prohibition of partaking of piggul only for an item that has 
permitting factors, the same should certainly apply to ritual impurity. 


The Gemara elaborates: Then with regard to ritual impurity, where 
one is liable only in a case of two awarenesses," i.e., one is liable only 
if he was aware of his impurity before eating the meat, and then forgot 
and ate, and afterward again became aware of his impurity; and its 
offering to atone for this transgression is a sliding-scale offering," 
which varies according to the offender's financial status; and there are 
circumstances in which its general prohibition was permitted" to the 
community, as communal offerings are sacrificed in the Temple in a 
state of impurity, under certain circumstances; is it not right that one 
should be liable for violating the prohibition of partaking of the meat 
while ritually impure only for an item that has permitting factors? 


Therefore, the verse states: “Say to them: Anyone of all your seed 

throughout your generations, that approaches the sacred items, 
which the children of Israel consecrate to the Lord, while his impurity 

is on him, that soul shall be cut off from before Me: I am the Lord” 
(Leviticus 22:3). The verse, which deals with eating while ritually 

impure, is speaking of all the sacred items, whether or not they have 

a permitting factor. One might have thought that they should be liable 

for eating them immediately, as soon as they have been verbally con- 
secrated, even before they have been placed into a service vessel. The 

verse states: “That approaches the sacred items.” This clause is puz- 
zling, as it apparently leads to the unlikely conclusion that liability 

applies after one has touched the item. 


The baraita explains that Rabbi Elazar said: But is there a case of one 
who touches an item who is liable? Rather, how is this possible? The 
answer is that the phrase “approaches [yikrav] the sacred items” can 
also be understood as: The sacred items that are fit to be sacrificed 
[yikarev], and therefore with regard to any item that has permitting 
factors, one is not liable until the permitting factors have been sac- 
rificed. And in the case of any item that does not have permitting 
factors, one is not liable until it is sanctified in a service vessel. 


HALAKHA 


Ritual impurity where one is liable only in a 
case of two awarenesses — RWI NITY ANID 
niyyt: One who enters the Temple in a state of 
ritual impurity, or partakes of its sacred foods while 
ritually impure, is obligated to bring an offering 
only if he had awareness of his impurity, awareness 
that it is sacred food, or awareness that he was 
entering the Temple, both before and afterward, 
and was unaware in between. For example, if he 
became impure and entered the Temple or ate 
sacred food and only afterward realized that he 
was impure when he entered or ate, or realized that 
it was sacred food that he ate only after the fact, or 
realized only afterward that it was the Temple that 
he entered, he is exempt. But if he became impure 
and knew that he was impure, and knew that this 
is the Temple or that this is sacred food, and after- 
ward he forgot that he was impure and entered the 
Temple or ate sacred food, and then again became 
aware, or if he forgot that it was the Temple or that 
this was sacred food, and entered the Temple or ate 
the sacred food, and became aware again, he must 
bring a sliding-scale burnt offering (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 11:1). 


And its offering for transgression is a sliding- 
scale offering — 771 aby iaa): One who was 
ritually impure and unwittingly ate sacred food, 
or unwittingly entered the Temple, must bring 
a sliding-scale burnt offering. If he is wealthy he 
brings an animal. If he is poor he brings a bird. If 
he is even poorer he brings a tenth of an ephah of 
flour as a meal offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 10:4). 


And there are circumstances in which its gen- 
eral prohibition was permitted — aban TT: 
An offering whose sacrifice has a fixed time 
overrides both Shabbat and the ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse. Likewise, the Paschal offer- 
ing overrides ritual impurity if the majority of the 
people, the priests, or the service vessels were 
impure. In such a case, the pure and impure all 
sacrifice their Paschal offerings together (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 7:1 and Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:10). 
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One is liable for misuse of offerings of the most sacred order from the moment that 
they are consecrated. Although all offerings are similar with regard to when the 
potential for misuse begins, there are differences in terms of when the prohibition 
lapses. 


In the case of a bird sin offering, which is the first offering discussed in this chapter, 
some maintain that it is no longer subject to the prohibition of misuse once the 
blood has been sprinkled, or once the blood has been squeezed out according to 
the opinion that failure to squeeze out the blood disqualifies the offering. Others 
maintain that the prohibition of misuse lapses once the nape of its neck has been 
pinched, when the blood is ready to be sprinkled. It becomes subject to the prohibi- 
tion ofimpurity through contact with one who immersed on that day or one who is 
lacking atonement, from when the nape of its neck is pinched. After the blood has 
been sprinkled one can become liable for piggul, notar, and partaking of sacrificial 
foods while ritually impure. 


A bird burnt offering is no longer subject to the prohibition of misuse from the time 
that it is removed to the place of the ashes after having been burned on the altar. 
The case of the portions of fats that are sacrificed on the altar is subject to a dispute 
between amora’im. According to one opinion, there are some items that are not 
subject to the prohibition of misuse from the time they are removed from the altar 
to the place of ashes, and there are some that are not subject to the prohibition of 
misuse from the time that the shovelful of ashes has been removed, despite the fact 
that the rest of the ashes have not yet been removed. The feathers and the crop of 
a bird burnt offering, which are not designated for the altar, are not subject to the 
prohibition of misuse once the blood has been squeezed out. 


Bulls that are burned are not subject to the prohibition of misuse once the flesh has 
been consumed and they have been burned at the place of the ashes. Once the blood 
of an animal burnt offering has been sprinkled, the hides are no longer subject to the 
prohibition of misuse. The flesh is still subject to the prohibition until it has been 
removed to the place of the ashes after being burned on the altar, or until it is fit to be 
removed. With regard to a sin offering, a guilt offering, or a communal peace offer- 
ing, once the blood has been sprinkled, the meat, which is eaten by the priests, is no 
longer subject to the prohibition of misuse. The portions of fats that are burned on 
the altar remain subject to the prohibition of misuse until they have been removed 
to the place of the ashes. 


In the course of the discussion of when the prohibition of misuse lapses, the chapter 
also discussed the two loaves, the shewbread, and meal offerings. The two loaves are 
no longer subject to the prohibition of misuse once the blood of the accompanying 
lamb has been sprinkled. Similarly, the shewbread is not subject to the prohibition 
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of misuse once the frankincense has been sacrificed, and meal offerings are not 
subject to the prohibition of misuse once the handful has been sacrificed, although 
the handful itself is still subject to the prohibition until it has been removed to the 


place of the ashes. 
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The Sages teach that there are certain consecrated items not subject to the prohibition 
of misuse of consecrated property. One must clarify from which of these items he is 
permitted to derive benefit, and from which it is prohibited for him to derive benefit 
but if he did derive benefit he is not liable for misuse. For items of the second type 
one is not obligated to pay the additional one-fifth as a penalty for unintentional 
misuse of consecrated property, nor must he bring an offering. With regard to those 
items that are subject to misuse, it is necessary to establish which are subject by Torah 
law and which by rabbinic law. 


The chapter begins by discussing the five sin offerings, which, for various reasons, 
are not sacrificed on the altar but are left to die, and which are not subject to the 
prohibition of misuse. One is prohibited to derive benefit from them. 


The chapter then turns to the issue of misuse of consecrated property in various 
contexts ofinherent sanctity: Money that a nazirite designated for the offerings he is 
obligated to bring upon completion of his naziriteship, both in a case where he is still 
alive and in a case where he is no longer alive; money designated for bird offerings; 
blood of sacrificial animals; libations; the ashes removed from the altar; the limbs of 
the scapegoat; the priestly vestments that had been worn by the High Priest on Yom 
Kippur; the heifer whose neck is broken; and ash removed from the inner incense 
altar and from the Candelabrum. 


Another series of questions relates to the halakha of misuse of items that are unfit to 
be sacrificed on the altar and cannot be used for Temple maintenance either, e.g., if 
one consecrates a cistern, trash heap, or field. These issues relate both to the items 
themselves and to their contents and what grows from them. 


The chapter also addresses the topic of sacred fields. Does the prohibition of misuse 
of consecrated property apply to one who threshes his legumes in a consecrated field? 
What is the halakha with regard to the roots of a tree that emerge from a non-sacred 
field into a sacred field, or vice versa? A similar question is asked about a spring that 
flows in a sacred field or one that emerges from that field and flows outside of it. 


Questions likewise arise with regard to the prohibition of misuse in the context of 
the special mitzvot of the festival of Sukkot, such as the water libation and the placing 
of the willow branches at the side of the altar. 


There is a separate discussion about the prohibition of misuse of consecrated prop- 
erty, relating to the material used for Temple maintenance, such as the wood and 
stones used for repairs and enhancements in the Temple, and the scraps of such 
material. In this context the chapter discusses the proper method of consecration 
for the purpose of such construction, and clarifies when the construction material 
should be consecrated and how the artisans are to be paid their wages. 


Introduction to 
Perek Ill 


317 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek III 
Daf1o Amudb 


men mam oxen T 99009 
mm - poya naw NKUN) 


DRIAN MANY) ANY TIDY) 
- pyar nawn ox OW nbys 
pana sy thon TYY ayy nian 

phyin xy 


MI SHN A This mishna, which also appears in tractate 


Temura, deals with the five sin offerings left 
to die. It is cited here because of its relevance to the halakhot of 
misuse. The mishna first mentions three of those offerings: The 
offspring of a sin offering, and an animal that is the substitute for 
a sin offering, whether or not the owners achieved atonement by 
means of another offering, and a sin offering whose owners have 
died before the offering was sacrificed, shall die.“ 


And the other two sin offerings left to die are the sin offering whose 
year since birth passed and is therefore unfit for sacrifice, and a sin 
offering that was lost and when it was found it was blemished, with 
regard to which the halakhot are as follows: If the sin offering was 
found after the owner achieved atonement through the sacrifice 
of another animal as a sin offering, then the blemished animal shall 
die, and it does not render a non-sacred animal exchanged for it a 
substitute," as it is has neither inherent sanctity, which would make 
it fit for sacrifice on the altar, nor sanctity that inheres in its value. 
And one may not derive benefit from the found animal ab initio, but 
if he derived benefit from the animal he is not liable for its misuse." 


BACKGROUND 


Substitute [temura] - 7 Wan: The halakha of substitution is 
stated in the Torah: “He shall neither exchange it nor substitute 
it, a good for a bad or a bad for a good; and if he shall at all 
substitute animal for animal, then both it and that for which it 
is substituted shall be sacred” (Leviticus 27:10). The tractate of 
Temura is dedicated to the halakhot of substitution. One who 
substitutes an unconsecrated animal for one that has been con- 
secrated as an offering violates a prohibition by Torah law and 


is therefore liable to receive lashes. Despite the sinful act, the 
second animal also becomes consecrated and attains a status 
comparable to that of the original consecrated animal. With 
regard to offerings that are sacrificed on a gift basis, e.g., peace 
offerings and burnt offerings, the substitute is simply sacrificed in 
addition to the original offering. But in the case of a sin offering, 
which may not be sacrificed twice for the same transgression, 
the substitute is left to die. 


Perek IH 
Daf11 Amuda 


TYN- Dyan NDI KIH W ON) 
PATI NTP AAN AKAN Ww 
aa pyins aan mei. N 


PADA NP NIT NWP SQW NT 
PDA NPT KDD NOW OTH 


N? = KDD I KDR - KWI 
Mh KDS 


And if the animal whose year passed was found before the owner 
achieved atonement, the found animal shall graze until it becomes 
blemished [shetista’ev],' at which point it may not be sacrificed; 
and it shall be sold and the owner shall purchase another animal 
with the money received from its sale. The animal that was found 
blemished may be sold immediately, and the owner shall purchase 
another animal with the money received from its sale. In both cases, 
the animal renders a non-sacred animal exchanged for it a substitute, 
and one who derives benefit from it is liable for misusing it. 


C E N i A RA The mishna first groups together three cases 


of sin offerings that are left to die, after 
which it discusses the other two as another group. The Gemara asks: 
What is different about the three cases in the first clause that the 
mishna does not distinguish between whether or not the owner has 
achieved atonement, and what is different about the latter clause 
that the mishna does distinguish between cases where the owner 
has and has not achieved atonement? 


The Gemara answers: The three cases of sin offerings discussed in 
the first clause are absolute, i.e., the halakha is the same whether or 
not the owner has achieved atonement. By contrast, the cases of the 
other two sin offerings discussed in the latter clause are not abso- 
lute, as their status depends on whether or not their owner achieved 
atonement by means of another offering. 


NOTES 

Shall die — smva»: These sin offerings are not put to death 
through direct action. Rather, they are sequestered with- 
out food and water, which leads to their death. Some 
commentaries maintain that they are fed barley, which 
hastens their death (Rashi on Sanhedrin 112b). Other com- 
mentaries have a version of the text which states that 
these sin offerings are put to death through direct action 
(Shita Mekubbetzet on Temura 17b; Yalkut Shimoni 459). 


HALAKHA 

Shall die — sna»: The offspring of a sin offering, an animal 
that is the substitute for a sin offering, and a sin offering 
whose owners died are all left to die. They are not put to 
death through direct action; rather, they are locked in an 
enclosure and left there until they die. This halakha applies 
only to the sin offering of an individual (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:1). 


And it does not render a non-sacred animal exchanged 
for it a substitute — Tan AWiy AYN: Any sin offering 
that is left to die does not render a non-sacred animal 
exchanged for it a substitute (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Temura 1:15, 20). 


And one may not derive benefit from the found animal 

ab initio but he is not liable for its misuse - x pa x) 

povin: One may not derive benefit from any sin offering 

left to die, e.g., the offspring of a sin offering or its substitu- 
tion, ab initio, but if he derived benefit from them he is not 
liable for misuse (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:4). 


LANGUAGE 


Becomes blemished [tista‘ev] - agno: This is the Ara- 
maic translation of the word used in the Torah: Impure 
[tamei]. It came to describe blemished animals colloqui- 
ally, even though they are not technically impure, because 
both blemished and impure animals are disqualified as 
offerings. 
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BACKGROUND 


Nazirite — 33: A nazirite is an individual who under- 
takes a nazirite vow, as enumerated in the Torah (see 
Numbers 6:1-21). A nazirite must refrain from eating 
or drinking any product of grapes. He must also avoid 
becoming ritually impure by contact with corpses, 
and must not cut his hair. When the nazirite com- 
pletes the period of his vow, he brings two lambs as 
offerings, one female as a sin offering and one male 
as a burnt offering, as well as a ram for a peace offer- 
ing. He shaves his hair and burns it beneath the pot in 
which the ram sacrificed as a peace offering is cooked. 
After these offerings have been sacrificed, the period 
of naziriteship ends, and the former nazirite is no 
different from anyone else. 


HALAKHA 


One may not derive benefit from the money ab 
initio but if he derived benefit he is not liable for its 
misuse — povin xh) pana xb: In the case of one who 
designates money for his naziriteship offerings (Kesef 
Mishne, citing Rashi) without specifying which money 
is for which of the three offerings, one may not derive 
benefit from the money. If he did he is not liable for 
misuse of consecrated property, as all the money is 
fit for the purchase of peace offerings, and one is 
not liable for deriving benefit from a peace offering, 
with the exception of its sacrificial portions after the 
sprinkling of the blood (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Meiila 4:3). 


If the nazirite died and he had undesignated funds - 
pano niya b yam: Ifa nazirite designated money 

or his three offerings but did not specify what money 

was for each offering, and he subsequently died, all 

he money is allocated for purchase of communal gift 
offerings. If he specified, then the money designated 

or the sin offering is thrown into the Dead Sea and 

one may not derive benefit from it. If one violated the 

prohibition and derived benefit from that money, he 

is not liable for misuse of consecrated property. The 

money designated for the burnt offering is to be used 

ora gift burnt offering, and one is liable for its misuse. 
With the money specified for purchase of the peace 

offering, one brings a gift peace offering. This offering 

may be eaten on the day of its sacrifice and the fol- 
lowing night, and it does not require accompanying 

loaves (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 4:3 and 

Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 9:3, 10). 


One who designated money for nests - w927 
pr niyn: If a person who was obligated to bring 
a pair of birds as an offering for a purification ritual 
designated money for this purpose and said: These 
are for my obligation, one is liable for misuse whether 
he derived benefit from some or all of it. This ruling 
is not in accordance with the opinion of Reish Lakish 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 4:4). 
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The Gemara asks: Didn’t the Mishna teach this same halakha ver- 
batim in connection with the topic of substitution, in tractate 
Temura (21b)? Why is it repeated here? The Gemara answers: It is 
taught there, in Temura, because it discusses the halakhot of sub- 
stitution, and it is taught again here in tractate Me'ila because it 
discusses the halakhot of misuse. 


MI SHN A In the case of a nazirite who designated 


money for the three offerings he is obligated 
to bring upon completion ofhis naziriteship,’ a sin offering, a burnt 
offering, and a peace offering, but he did not specify which money 
was designated for which offering, since it is not clear what the 
money is intended for, one may not derive benefit from the money 
ab initio, but if he derived benefit from the money he is not liable 
for its misuse." This is due to the fact that all the money is fit for 
purchase of the peace offering," for which one is liable for misuse 
only after its blood is sprinkled, and therefore there is no liability 
for its misuse. 


If the nazirite died and he had undesignated funds," meaning he 
did not specify which money was for each of the three offerings, all 
the money will be allocated for purchase of communal gift offer- 
ings. If the nazirite died and he had specified money, the money 
specified for purchase of the sin offering shall go to the Dead Sea 
for disposal, because one may not derive benefit ab initio from the 
money of a sin offering whose owner has died. But if it was not 
disposed of, and one derived benefit from the money, he is not 
liable for its misuse. 


With the money specified for purchase of the burnt offering, one 
shall bring a gift burnt offering, and one is liable for misusing the 
funds. With the money specified for purchase of the peace offering, 
one shall bring a gift peace offering. Although it is a gift offering, 
the restrictions of the peace offering of the naziriteship apply, and 
therefore it is eaten for one day and that same night, not the stan- 
dard two days and one night of a regular peace offering. And never- 
theless the peace offering does not require the bringing of the 
loaves that accompany the peace offering of naziriteship, as it is 
written with regard to the loaves: “And shall place them on the hands 
of the nazirite” (Numbers 6:19), and in this case the nazirite is dead. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that if a nazirite desig- 


nated money for the three offerings that he 
is obligated to bring upon completion of his naziriteship but did not 
specify which money was designated for which offering, one who 
derived benefit from the money is not liable for its misuse, as all the 
money is fit for purchase of the peace offering. Reish Lakish objects 
to this: And let the tanna of the mishna also teach a similar halakha 
with regard to one who was obligated to bring a pair of birds as an 
offering in a purification ritual, e.g., for a leper or a woman who gave 
birth, and he designated money for those nests," i.e., the bird offer- 
ings, but did not specify which money was for the burnt offering and 
which was for the sin offering. 


NOTES 


Due to the fact that all the money is fit for purchase of the peace 
offering - onbw ma xa PANT FW 512: Some commentaries 
explain that each and every one of the coins can be said to have 
been designated for the purpose of the peace offering, to which 
the prohibition of misuse does not apply at this stage. Granted, a 
portion of these funds were designated for the sin offering and 
the burnt offering, to which misuse does apply, but as some of 
the funds are designated for a peace offering, one who derives 


of consecrated property. The reason is that it is uncertain whether 
or not he violated the prohibition of misuse, and therefore he 
might be bringing non-sacred animals inside the Temple courtyard 
(Rashi; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). Others explain that as he did 
not yet specify for which offerings this money was intended to 
be used, theoretically he could use all of it for his peace offering 
and designate other money for his sin offering and burnt offering 
(Tosafot; Rambam). 
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Reish Lakish elaborates: Here too, the tanna could have stated that 
one may not derive benefit from the money ab initio, but if he 
derived benefit from it he is not liable for its misuse. This is due to 
the fact that that all the money is fit for purchase of doves whose 
time of fitness for sacrifice has not yet arrived, as they are fit for 
sacrifice only when they are older; or pigeons whose time of fitness 
has passed,’ which are fit only when they are young. Since these are 
not fit to be sacrificed, one is not liable for misuse. 


Rava says in response: This halakha is not included in the mishna 
because the two cases are not comparable: In the case of the undes- 
ignated money, the Torah said to bring a peace offering as one of 
the obligatory offerings of a nazirite. Since any part of the money 
may be used to purchase the peace offering, there is no liability for 
its misuse. By contrast, in the case of one who designated money 
for bird offerings, did the Torah say to use this money to bring 
specifically doves whose time of fitness has not arrived? Such birds 
are not fit to be sacrificed on the altar. Therefore, it cannot be said 
this money is intended for a purpose that does not entail liability 
for misuse. 


MI S H N A Rabbi Shimon says: With regard to misuse 


of the blood of offerings that is to be sprin- 
kled on the altar, the halakha is lenient with regard to the status of 
the blood at the outset and stringent at its conclusion. With regard 
to misuse of the wine of the libations that accompany the offerings, 
the halakha is stringent with regard to the status of the wine at their 
outset" and lenient at their conclusion. 


Doves whose time has not yet arrived or pigeons whose 


time has passed — 133} 32y% mi 195) art 39371 xbw jin: The 
dove referred to in the mishna is the turtle dove Streptopelia 
turtur, a migratory species that belongs to the pigeon family and 


which is commonly found in Eretz Yisrael 


the end of the summer. The pigeon referred to is the domestic 


pigeon, Columba livia domestica. 
The Torah refers to pigeons as children 


rather than simply as pigeons [yona], while it does not call 
doves: Children of doves. This indicates that pigeons are fit to 
be sacrificed while they are young, whereas doves are fit only 


when they reach maturity. 


This distinction is articulated in a mishna in tractate Hullin 
(22a), which states: The age that is fit for sacrifice in the case of 


doves is unfit for sacrifice in the case of 


is fit for sacrifice in the case of pigeons is unfit for sacrifice in 


the case of doves. 


The dividing point between the two is the stage of develop- 
ment reached four or five days after hatching from the egg, at 
which point the body of the dove or pigeon becomes covered 


with a golden or yellow plumage. 


during the spring and 


of pigeons [bnei yona], 


pigeons; the age that 


Young domestic pigeons with yellow plumage 


The libations, the halakha is stringent at their outset, 
etc. = 13) monna ‘Wain pp): One is liable for the misuse of 
libations from the moment they were consecrated. Once 
they descend to the drainpipes built into the altar one 
is no longer liable for their misuse (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 2:9). 
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Blood at its outset - inbnna o7: One is not liable for 
misuse of the blood of offerings, whether before or after 
atonement, until the blood emerges via the canal that 
runs through the Temple to the Kidron Valley. Once the 
blood emerges one is liable for its misuse, as it is sold 
to gardeners and therefore the money received from 
its sale is consecrated property. The Ra’avad states that 
this liability is by rabbinic law, in accordance with the 
Gemara in Yoma 59a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 
2:11, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


— BACKGROUND 
Kidron Valley - tinton: This picture illustrates the area 
of the Temple Mount, which is delineated by the large 
rectangle. The Kidron Valley riverbed, into which the 
Gihon Spring flows, passes near the walls of the Temple 
Mount. The Temple Mount is located just above the 
slope of the valley, so that liquids naturally ran off from 
the Temple Mount into the Kidron Valley. 


Libations — p393: Libations are wine offerings brought 
to the altar. They were sacrificed together with burnt 
offerings and peace offerings, as well as with the leper's 
sin offering and guilt offering. Different quantities of 
wine were brought, depending on the animal that was 
sacrificed: One-quarter of a hin, i.e., three log, for any 
sheep other than a ram; one-third of a hin, i.e., four log, 
for a ram; and half a hin, i.e., six log, for a bullock. Liba- 
tions of wine could also be brought as independent, 
voluntary offerings. 
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The mishna explains: With regard to blood, at its outset," before it 
is sprinkled on the altar, one is not liable for misusing it; but once 
its remainder has been poured on the base of the altar and it emerges 
via the canal that runs through the Temple to the Kidron Valley’ at 
the foot of the Temple Mount, one is liable for misusing it. With 
regard to libations,’ at their outset, from the moment they were 
consecrated, one is liable for misusing them, but once they have 
descended to the drainpipes built into the altar and which extend 
beneath it, through which the libations flowed out of the Temple, 
one is no longer liable for misusing them, as their mitzva was 
fulfilled and therefore their sanctity has ceased. 


GE M ARA The Gemara cites a baraita relating to the 


mishna’s ruling that once the remainder of 
the blood emerged via the canal that runs through the Temple one 
is liable for its misuse. The Sages taught in a baraita: One is liable 
for misusing the blood of the offerings after it has emerged via the 
canal that runs through the Temple to the Kidron Valley. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon." And the Rabbis say: 
One is not liable for misusing the blood. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason of the one who says that one 

is not liable for misusing the blood, despite the fact that it comes 

from a consecrated offering? Ulla said that blood is not consecrated, 
because the verse states: “For the life of the flesh is in the blood, and 

Ihave given it to you upon the altar to atone for your souls” (Leviti- 
cus 17:11). “To you” indicates that it shall be yours, and it is not the 

property of the Temple. A Sage of the school of Rabbi Yishmael 

likewise taught that the term “to atone” teaches that God says: I 
gave it for atonement, and not for the prohibition against misuse 

of consecrated property. 


Rabbi Yohanan says this halakha is derived from a different phrase, 
as the verse states: “For it is the blood that atones by reason of the 

life” (Leviticus 17:11). The word “is” teaches that the blood remains 

as it is, retaining the same status before atonement as after atone- 
ment: Just as after atonement it is not subject to the prohibition 

against misuse of consecrated property, as the mitzva has been 

performed, so too, before atonement it is not subject to misuse of 
consecrated property. 


The Gemara asks: But if the basis for this halakha is that the status 
of blood remains the same before and after atonement, one can say 
the opposite, that its status after atonement should be like its status 
before atonement: Just as before atonement it is subject to misuse 
of consecrated property, so too, after atonement it is subject to 
misuse of consecrated property. 


The Gemara rejects this contention with a rhetorical question: Is 
there anything whose mitzva has been performed and it is still 
subject to misuse of consecrated property? The Gemara challenges 
this assumption: Why not? Why not say this; is there really no 
precedent for such a suggestion? 


This is the statement of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon - %37 
tiya ran Vga: According to variants of the Gemara in Yoma 
59a, and some versions of the text here as well (Shita Mekubbetzet), 
Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon disagree with the Rabbis as to 
whether or not one is liable for the misuse of the blood by rabbinic 


| NOTES — 

There are early commentaries who maintain that according to 
Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon there is liability for its misuse even 
by Torah law. This is based on the claim that the court consecrates 
the blood (Josafot on Yoma 59b, citing Rabbeinu Hayyim). Some 
interpret the Rambam in a similar manner. 


law, but they agree there is no liability by Torah law. 
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But there is the instance of the removal of the ashes of offerings 
burned on the altar, whose mitzva has been performed and never- 
theless it is still subject to misuse of consecrated property. 


The Gemara answers: The removal of the ashes cannot serve as 
a model for other halakhot whose mitzva has been performed, 
because the mitzva of the removal of the ashes and the limbs of 
the scapegoat" of Yom Kippur after it was pushed off the cliff are 
both subject to the prohibition of misuse even after their mitzva has 
been performed. Consequently, they are two verses that come as 
one," i.e., they are two cases that share a unique halakha not found 
elsewhere. And there is a principle: Any two verses that come as 
one do not teach their common aspect to apply to other cases. 


The Gemara objects: This works out well according to the one who 

said that one may not derive benefit from the limbs of the scape- 
goat, as this is a second verse indicating that an item can be subject 

to the halakha of misuse even after its mitzva has been performed. 
But according to the one who said that one may derive benefit 

from the limbs of the scapegoat, and they are not subject to the 

halakha of misuse, what can be said to explain why it is not possible 

to derive this halakha from the removal of the ashes? According to 

that opinion, this is not a case of two verses that come as one. 


The Gemara explains: Even according to that opinion, the removal 
of the ashes cannot serve as amodel for other halakhot whose mitzva 
has been performed, because the mitzva of the removal of the ashes 
and the priestly vestments, the four white garments worn by the 
High Priest on Yom Kippur, are both subject to the halakha of mis- 
use of consecrated property even after their mitzva has been per- 
formed. Consequently, they are two verses that come as one, and 
any two verses that come as one do not teach their common aspect. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: This works out well accord- 
ing to the opinion of the Rabbis, who say that the verse: “And he 

shall take off the linen garments, which he wore when he went into 

the sacred place, and shall leave them there” (Leviticus 16:23), 
teaches that the four white garments worn by the High Priest on 

Yom Kippur are unfit for further use, and they require interment." 

According to their opinion, the answer given by the Gemara works 

out well. 


But according to the opinion of Rabbi Dosa, who said that these 

priestly vestments, which are the same as those required by an ordi- 
nary priest throughout the year, are permitted for use by an ordi- 
nary priest and do not require interment, which means that misuse 

of consecrated property does not apply to them, what can be said 

to explain why it is not possible to derive the halakha from the 

removal of the ashes, since it is a lone instance and therefore should 

serve as a general source for other cases? 


NOTES 


Two verses that come as one — 183 pat pains ww: A halakha 
written in one case can serve as a general model for many other 
instances, in the absence of a restriction limiting the halakha to 
that context. This is the hermeneutical technique called an analogy 
[binyan av]. Yet if the same halakha appears in two different contexts, 
it is assumed that the Torah did not intend the second case to be 
derived from the first, and therefore it is not a general halakha but 
one that applies only in particular circumstances. If it can be proven 
that the two cases could not be inferred from one another, as they 


are too dissimilar, the halakha in question does serve as a model 
for other situations. 

Some tanna‘im maintain that even two verses that come as one 
can teach their common aspect with regard to other cases, and 
the repetition merely serves to emphasize the general halakha. 
Nevertheless, even these tanna’‘im agree that three verses that come 
as one cannot teach the halakha with regard to other situations (Yad 
Malakhi, and see Kiddushin 35a). 


HALAKHA 
The limbs of the scapegoat — nbnwin WP II: 
One may derive benefit from the limbs of the 
scapegoat after its death. This is a matter of dis- 
agreement between Rav and Shmuel in Yoma 67a, 
and Rava accepts the lenient opinion (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:22). 


They require interment — 733 payu y: The white 
garments worn by the High Priest on Yom Kippur 
may never be used again. One may not derive ben- 
efit from them, and they require interment. This 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna in Yoma 12b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 8:5). 
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BACKGROUND 

Round cakes of dried and pressed figs - day 
mat: Dried figs were processed for purposes 
of preservation in different ways. One method 
was to place the figs separately, at which point 
they were called gerogerot. Sometimes they were 
strung on a string. Another method was to pound 
and press the dried figs into the hard cakes; this is 
the method referred to here. 
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The Gemara responds: Even so, the removal of the ashes cannot serve 
as a model for other halakhot whose mitzva has been performed, 
because the cases of the removal of the ashes and the heifer whose 
neck is broken, a ritual performed in certain cases of murder where 
the perpetrator is not identified, are two verses that come as one that 
do not teach their common aspect, as they are both subject to the 
halakha of misuse of consecrated property even after their mitzva has 
been performed. 


The Gemara challenges this reply: This answer works out well accord- 
ing to the one who says that two verses that come as one do not teach 
their common aspect to other cases, but according to the one who 
said that two verses that come as one do teach their common aspect 
to other cases, what is there to say? 


The Gemara explains: Two exclusions are written in these two cases, 
which indicate that this halakha applies only to them. There, with 
regard to the heifer whose neck is broken, it is written: “The one 
whose neck was broken” (Deuteronomy 21:6), and the definite article 
indicates that this halakha should not be extended to other cases. 


And there, with regard to the removal of ashes, it is written: “And he 
shall put it next to the altar” (Leviticus 6:3), indicating that it alone 
is subject to the prohibition of misuse despite the fact that this is after 
the fulfillment of its mitzva. The verse emphasizes that this halakha 
applies to “it,’ the ashes, but not to anything else. It is derived from 
these exclusions that specifically in the case of these, yes, there is 
misuse after the fulfillment of the mitzva, but with regard to other 
matters there is no misuse after fulfillment of the mitzva. 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to libations, at their outset, from 
the moment they were consecrated, one is liable for misusing them, 
but once they have descended to the drainpipes built into the altar one 
is no longer liable for their misuse. The Gemara suggests: Let us say 
that the mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar bar Rabbi Tzadok. 


As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Tzadok says: 

There was a small gap between the ramp and the altar west of the 

ramp. Once in seventy years young priests would descend there to 

the drainpipes built into the altar and bring out from there the con- 
gealed wine left over from the libations that had accumulated over 

time, which resembled round cakes of dried and pressed figs.’ And 

they would burn it in sanctity in the Temple courtyard, as it is stated: 

“In sanctity shall you pour a libation of strong drink to the Lord” 
(Numbers 28:7). This teaches that just as its pouring is in sanctity, so 

too, its burning must be in sanctity. 


Before addressing the issue of whether or not the mishna is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Tzadok, the Gemara 
first analyzes the derivation stated at the end of the baraita: From 
where is this halakha of burning inferred? After all, the verse it cites 
is referring to pouring, not burning. Ravina said: It is derived by 
means of a verbal analogy between an expression of sanctity written 
with regard to libations and sanctity written with regard to leftover 
offerings. It is written here, with regard to libations: “In sanctity shall 
you pour a libation” (Numbers 28:7), and it is written there, with 
regard to leftover offerings: “You shall burn the leftovers in fire; they 
are not to be eaten, because it is sanctified” (Exodus 29:34). 


This teaches that just as the burning of leftover offerings must be 
in sanctity, so too, the burning of these congealed libations must 
also be in sanctity. After the Gemara has clarified the baraita itself, it 
returns to the issue of whether or not the mishna here is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Tzadok. It is clear from the 
baraita that he maintains that even after the libations descend into the 
drainpipes that are built into the altar, they retain their sanctity and 
are therefore burned, which apparently contradicts the opinion of 
the mishna. 
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The Gemara rejects this claim: You may even say that the mishna is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Tzadok, 
as it can be claimed that the mishna is referring to the specific case 
where some of the libations were collected" in the space between 
the ramp and the altar and did not reach the bottom of the drain- 
pipes. In sucha situation, the libations are not subject to misuse and 
there is no requirement of burning, even according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Tzadok. By contrast, the tanna of the 
mishna agrees that libations that reached the bottom of the drain- 
pipes are thereby consecrated, and therefore they are subject to 
misuse and there is a requirement of burning. 


There are those who say a different version of this discussion. Let 
us say that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar bar Rabbi Tzadok, and it is referring to the specific case 
where some of the libations were collected in the space between 
the ramp and the altar and did not reach the bottom of the drain- 
pipes. In such an instance the libations are not subject to misuse and 
there is no requirement of burning. One can infer that libations that 
reached the bottom of the drainpipes are thereby consecrated, and 
are subject to misuse and must be burned. 


The Gemara rejects this claim. The Sages say in response: No; this 
is not the correct explanation. Rather, Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi 
Tzadok concedes that even libations that reached the bottom of the 
drainpipes are not subject to misuse, as by Torah law they are not 
consecrated. And his ruling that they must be burned applies by 
rabbinic law. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But Rabbi Elazar bar 
Tzadok cites a verse in support of this halakha that the libations are 
burned, which indicates that it applies by Torah law. The Gemara 
answers: The verse is a mere support, not an actual source for the 
halakha, and therefore its citation does not prove that this 
prohibition applies by Torah law. 
MI S H N A With regard to the removal of ash from the 
inner altar to the place where the ashes lifted 
from the outer altar are deposited, and similarly with regard to the 
wicks ofthe Candelabrum," one may not derive benefit from them 
ab initio; but if one derived benefit from them he is not liable for 
their misuse. In the case of one who consecrates anew" the ash 
that has been removed, he is liable for misusing it. With regard to 
doves whose time of fitness for sacrifice has not arrived, as they 
are too young, and pigeons whose time of fitness for sacrifice has 
passed," as they are too old, one may not derive benefit from them 
ab initio; but if one derived benefit from them he is not liable for 


their misuse. 
The mishna teaches that the ashes of the 


GE MA inner altar are not subject to misuse once 


they have been moved to the place where the ashes lifted from the 
outer altar are deposited. The Gemara asks: Granted 


Removal of ash from the inner altar and the wicks of the 
Candelabrum — nyaan 129357 nana pT: One may not derive 
benefit from the ashes removed from the inner altar or from the 
lamps of the Candelabrum ab initio; but if one derived benefit 
from them, he is not liable for their misuse (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Me'ila 2:15). 


HALAKHA 


Doves whose time has not arrived and pigeons whose time 
has passed — jaat ayy mi yan yt wat xbw pin: One may 
not derive benefit ab initio from doves whose time of fitness for 
sacrifice has not arrived, as they are too young, or from pigeons 
whose time of fitness for sacrifice has passed, as they are too old, 
when they are consecrated for use on the altar. Nevertheless, if 
one derived benefit from them he is not liable for misuse. The 
reason is that as they are not subject to redemption, they are 
not subject to liability for misuse (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Meila 2:16). 


NOTES 


Where some of the libations were collected - vop w: 
A different version of this exchange appears in Sukka 
49b, which is accepted as the primary version by Tosafot 
there. The main difference is that according to that ver- 
sion, even Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok, who maintains that 
the libations must be burned by Torah law, concedes 
that they are not subject to misuse, as their mitzva has 
been performed. 


One who consecrates ash anew — abnna port wapa: 
Some commentaries maintain this is referring to one 
who consecrates ashes from his own stove (see Rambam; 
Tosefot Yom Tov). The interpretation is problematic, as this 
ruling that the ashes are subject to misuse is apparently 
superfluous: Why should this differ from any other case 
where one consecrates fertilizer? (see Tosafot). 

Others explain it is referring to one who took ashes 
that were removed from the inner altar and placed them 
in the location designated for the ashes removed from 
the external altar, as in the earlier case, and he subse- 
quently consecrated them (Rashi; Tosafot). 

Tosafot elsewhere (Yoma 59b) state that the mishna 
here is dealing with ashes that were removed and placed 
outside the camp rather than next to the altar. The reason 
why it cannot be referring to the ashes near the altar is 
that one may not derive benefit from those ashes, and 
therefore they are not subject to ownership, which is a 
prerequisite for consecration. 

Some rule that it is prohibited to derive benefit even 
from the ashes that were placed outside the camp, 
despite the fact that one is not liable for misusing them 
(Rambam). If so, one cannot interpret the mishna as refer- 
ring to one who consecrates ashes that were removed 
from the altar (Rashash; Ya‘avetz; Sefat Emet; Yosef Da‘at). 
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NOTES 


From where do we derive that the ashes of the inner 
altar are subject to misuse — tan #1 Mata: Some 
early commentaries maintain that this question is refer- 
ring to the halakha of misuse of the ashes of the internal 
altar, and the question is based on an inference that can 
be drawn from the mishna. The mishna states that one 
may not derive benefit from the ashes of the internal 
altar ab initio before they are placed in the location desig- 
nated for the placement of the ashes, but if one derived 
benefit from them he is not liable for their misuse. This 
indicates that after the ashes are placed in the proper 
spot they are subject to misuse. Therefore, the Gemara 
inquires into the source of this halakha (Rashi). 

Others reject this interpretation, claiming that the 
ashes of the internal altar are not subject to misuse at 
any point. Instead, they explain that the question is: What 
is the source for the mitzva to remove the ashes of the 
internal altar (see Tosafot)? 
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that the ashes of the external altar are subject to misuse, as it is 
written in the context of those ashes: “And he shall put it beside 
the altar” (Leviticus 6:3). This teaches that these ashes must be 
interred, despite the fact that their mitzva has been performed by 
its removal, and therefore they are subject to misuse. But from 
where do we derive that the ashes of the inner altar are also subject 
to misuse?" 


Rabbi Elazar said in response: It is derived from the fact that the 
verse states with regard to a bird sacrificed as a burnt offering: “And 
he shall take away its crop with its feathers, and cast it beside the 
altar on the east part, in the place of the ashes” (Leviticus 1:16), 
referring to the location for the placement of the removed ashes. If 
this verse is not needed for the matter of the external altar, as 
that halakha is already derived from the phrase: “And he shall put 
them beside the altar” (Leviticus 6:3), apply it to the matter of the 
ashes of the inner altar, teaching that these ashes must also be 
placed there. 


The Gemara questions this conclusion: One can say that this and 
that, i.e., both verses cited above, are stated with regard to the ashes 
that are on the external altar, and the additional verse is necessary 
to fix its place, i.e., that it should be put on the east part, which is 
mentioned only in Leviticus 1:16. If so, there is no source for the 
placement of the ashes of the inner altar. 


The Gemara answers: If so, that both verses are referring to the 
external altar, and the sole purpose of Leviticus 1:16 is to fix its place, 
let that verse merely state: “And he shall take away its crop with its 
feathers and cast it beside the altar,’ and it would be understood 
that the two verses are referring to the same place, as the identical 
phrase “beside the altar” appears in the other verse. What is the 
reason for the additional phrase “in the place of the ashes”? It 
teaches that even the ashes of the inner altar are placed there. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that the ashes of the 
Candelabrum are also placed to the east of the altar? The Gemara 
answers: It is derived from the definite article in: “The ashes,” as the 
verse could have said “ashes” and instead it said “the ashes.” This 
addition serves to include the ashes of the Candelabrum. 


MI S HN A The previous mishna teaches that one may 


not derive benefit from doves whose time of 
fitness for sacrifice has not arrived and from pigeons whose time of 
fitness for sacrifice has passed, but one who derived benefit from 
them is not liable for their misuse. Rabbi Shimon disagrees with 
this ruling and says: With regard to doves whose time of fitness for 
sacrifice has not arrived, one is liable for misusing them. With 
regard to pigeons whose time of fitness for sacrifice has passed, one 
may not derive benefit ab initio, but if one derived benefit from 
them he is not liable for their misuse. 


G E M A RA This and the preceding mishna indicate that 

the Rabbis and Rabbi Shimon disagree as 
to whether or not doves whose time of fitness for sacrifice has not 
arrived are subject to misuse. The Gemara clarifies their opinions: 
Granted, one can understand the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as he 
himself teaches his reason in a mishna (Zevahim 112b). As Rabbi 
Shimon would say: In the case of any sacrificial animal that is fit 
to be sacrificed after the passage of time, e.g., doves that will be fit 
for sacrifice when they mature, if one consecrated it before its time 
of fitness and slaughtered it outside the Temple courtyard, that 
person is in violation of a prohibition but there is no liability to 
receive karet for it. 
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But according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who hold that doves 
whose time of fitness for sacrifice has not arrived are not subject to 
misuse, in what way is this case different from an animal whose 
time has not yet arrived, and yet it can be consecrated? An animal 
whose time has not yet arrived enters the pen to be tithed together 
with the other animals (see Bekhorot 56a). Why is the case of the 
young doves any different? 


The Rabbis would say in response that the cases are not comparable. 
An animal whose time has not yet arrived can indeed be conse- 
crated, just as is the halakha with regard to a blemished animal, 
which can be consecrated, although only to the degree that it is 
subject to redemption." But in the case of these birds, since a 
blemish does not render birds unfit, there is no possibility of 
redemption for blemished birds. Therefore, one cannot compare 
the case of animal, which is subject to redemption, to the case of a 
bird whose time has not yet arrived. 


§ Ulla’ says that Rabbi Yohanan says: Sacrificial animals that 
died" without being sacrificed are excluded from the halakhot of 
misuse by Torah law. This is because they are no longer fit to be 
sacrificed, and therefore are no longer in the category of: “The 
sacred items of the Lord” (Leviticus 5:15). They cannot be redeemed 
either, since one may not redeem sacrificial animals merely in order 
to feed them to the dogs. 


The Gemara relates that Ulla was sitting in the study hall and he 
recited this halakha in the name of Rabbi Yohanan. Rav Hisda said 
to him: Who will listen to you and Rabbi Yohanan, your teacher, 
with regard to this opinion, that such offerings are not subject to the 
halakhot of misuse by Torah law? After all, to where has the sanctity 
that was inherent in them until they died gone? 


Ulla said to Rav Hisda: According to your reasoning, the mishna 
itself should present a difficulty, as it teaches: With regard to doves 
whose time of fitness for sacrifice has not arrived, as they are too 
young, and pigeons whose time of fitness for sacrifice has passed, 
as they are too old, one may not derive benefit from them ab initio, 
but if one derived benefit from them he is not liable for their misuse. 
Here too, one can say: To where has the sanctity that was inherent 
in the pigeons whose time of fitness for sacrifice has passed gone? 
Why are they no longer subject to the halakhot of misuse? 


Rav Hisda said to Ulla in response: I agree that both the sacrificial 

animals that died and the pigeons whose time of fitness for sacrifice 

has passed are not subject to the halakhot of misuse by Torah law. I 

also concede to you that in in the case of sacrificial animals that 

died and doves whose time of fitness for sacrifice has not arrived 

there is a prohibition of misuse of consecrated property by rab- 
binic law. Accordingly, I am no longer troubled by the question of 
where the sanctity has gone. But there is another matter that is 

difficult for me: Is there anything where initially, when it was 

consecrated, it is not subject to the halakhot of misuse, and ulti- 
mately it is subject to the halakhot of misuse by rabbinic law, such 

as these doves whose time of fitness for sacrifice has not arrived? 


NOTES 


But another matter is difficult for me - *} xpi: Some com- 
mentaries contend that this reformulated question is referring not 
to the statement of Rabbi Yohanan but to the mishna’s ruling that 
doves whose time of fitness for sacrifice has not arrived are initially 
not subject to misuse and yet are ultimately subject to misuse by 
rabbinic law (Rashi). The difficulty with this interpretation is that if 
Rav Hisda’s question is not referring to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, 
it does not follow from his initial comment: Who will listen to you 


and Rabbi Yohanan, your teacher? 


For this reason other commentaries explain that the question 
does refer to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, and they explain it as 
follows: Rabbi Yohanan’s sweeping statement apparently indicates 
that all sacrificial animals that died are subject to misuse by rabbinic 
law, even offerings of lesser sanctity. Rav Hisda challenges this claim 
by asking whether there is any precedent for an item initially not 
being subject to misuse at all, not even by rabbinic law, and then 
later being subject to misuse by rabbinic law. The Gemara proceeds 
to suggest the case of blood as a precedent (Josafot). 


HALAKHA 


A blemished animal, which can be consecrated 
to the degree that it is subject to redemption — 
NIT [P19 137 oa bya: If one consecrates a blem- 
ished animal for sacrifice on the altar, although he 
is liable to receive lashes for such a consecration, 
the animal is consecrated and is redeemed after its 
value is appraised by a priest. The animal becomes 
non-sacred after its redemption, and one brings 
an offering with the money paid to redeem it. The 
same applies if one consecrated an unblemished 
animal for the altar and it developed a blemish 
and became unfit for sacrifice. It is in fact a posi- 
tive mitzva to redeem a sacrificial animal which 
became blemished. It becomes non-sacred after 
its redemption and is then eaten (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 1:10). 


Sacrificial animals that died — naw mwj: Sac- 
rificial animals that died are excluded from the 
halakhot of misuse by Torah law, although they 
are subject to those halakhot by rabbinic law. This 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 3:1). 


PERSONALITIES 


Ulla - Ky: Ulla bar Yishmael was an amora and 
one of the most important emissaries from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia. As one of Rabbi Yohanan’s 
students who regularly brought the Torah of Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia, he would then return to Eretz 
Yisrael and transmit the innovations of the Baby- 
onian Sages. Ulla journeyed often, traveling from 
place to place to teach Torah. The Babylonian Sages 
held him in high esteem and treated him with great 
respect. Rav Hisda referred to him as: Our teacher 
who comes from Eretz Yisrael, and Rav Yehuda sent 
his son to Ulla to learn practical halakha from him. 
n the Jerusalem Talmud, he is usually referred to as 
Ulla bar Yishmael or Ulla the Descender, as one who 
eaves Eretz Yisrael is considered to have descended 
o another country. 

Many halakhot are cited in Ulla’s name, and 
numerous Sages of the succeeding generation 
were his students. The amora Rabba bar Ulla 
might have been his son, but other than that, little 
is known of his private life. He died during one of 
his journeys to Babylonia and was brought back to 
Eretz Yisrael for burial. 
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HALAKHA 

One who lets blood from a live sacrificial animal - 
DT nan Dt ppan: If one performs bloodletting 

on a sacrificial animal, it is prohibited to derive benefit 

from its blood, and one who derives benefit is liable for 

misuse. Since the animal cannot live without its blood, 
it is considered part of its body (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 2:11). 


The manure and the dung of offerings of the most 
sacred order found in the Temple courtyard — barn 
asaw wpm: One may not derive benefit from the 
manure and dung of offerings of the most sacred 
order found in the Temple courtyard ab initio, but if 
one derived benefit from them he is not liable for their 
misuse, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Mela 5:6). 


NOTES 


The manure and the dung of offerings of the most 
sacred order found in the Temple courtyard — barn 
asaw wpm: Rashi explains that the same halakha 
applies regardless of where they were found, but the 
baraita is referring to the most common case, as sac- 
rificial animals were usually situated in the Temple 
courtyard. 


328 


ME ILA: PEREK III ` 12B :2 73 pa 


AIND- KIPYNT, DININ K?N) 
qn bun 7a my : ajo moyn 
Smad xy fa phyin px- nbnna D4 

Na phyin - ru? 


NPY TD NDN -ONT INN 


- OTR NII D7 MPT 01 WAT 
Ja phyin NITI VON 


DT PPAT 111K XIT TT VX KIN 
poyin gga vox - wp nanay 
pepan ‘abn: HIT Ty IN ja 

phyin 1] prayed pinya 


xt DT - pap op sv sox 
XP7 abn bars D4 xba napa 
xb- br xba xp 


wan) bam www a1 ana 
ban povin PXI PIN prs - T¥MAW 
meth ay 


Hap N73 DHP N7 1I KIT PIKAN 
NAY PT WP PTT INPN N VAN 
NPN N = NT DIS AD N 

ADAN- DT PND 


The Gemara asks: And is it so that there is no instance of an item 
that is initially not subject to the halakhot of misuse, and in the end 
is subject to the halakhot of misuse? But there is the case of blood, 
which initially is not subject to the halakhot of misuse, and ulti- 
mately it is subject to the halakhot of misuse. As we learned in the 
mishna (11a): With regard to blood, at its outset, before it is sprin- 
kled on the altar, one is not liable for misusing it, but once it 
emerges via the canal that runs through the Temple to the Kidron 
Valley at the foot of the Temple Mount, one is liable for misusing it. 


‘The Sages say in response: This is not a proof, as there too, in the 
case of blood it is subject to the halakhot of misuse initially. 


As Rav said: In a case of one who lets blood from a live sacrificial 
animal," deriving benefit from that blood is prohibited and one is 
liable for misusing it by Torah law. Since there is a stage when there 
is a prohibition of misuse by Torah law, one can understand the 
halakha that one is liable by rabbinic law for misusing the blood 
ultimately, when it descended to the Kidron Valley. This is not 
comparable to doves whose time of fitness for sacrifice has not 
arrived, as they are initially not subject to misuse by Torah law. 


Q The Gemara analyzes the matter itself. Rav Huna says that Rav 
says: In a case of one who lets blood from a sacrificial animal, 
deriving benefit from that blood is prohibited and one is liable for 
misusing it. Rav Hamnuna raises an objection to the opinion of 
Rav from the mishna below: With regard to the milk of animals 
consecrated to be sacrificed and the eggs of doves consecrated to 
be sacrificed, one may not derive benefit from them ab initio, but 
if one derived benefit from them he is not liable for their misuse, 
despite the fact that one is liable for misuse of the animals and doves 
themselves. Apparently, the products of a consecrated item do not 
share its status with regard to the halakha of misuse. Why doesn’t 
this principle apply to blood as well? 


Rav said to Rav Hamnuna in response: When we said the products 
of a consecrated item are also subject to the halakha of misuse that 
was only with regard to blood, as the animal cannot exist without 
blood and therefore the blood is considered like the animal itself. 
But in the case of milk, since the animal can exist without milk, 
the milk is not considered like the animal itself. 


Rav Mesharshiyya raises an objection to this suggestion from a 
baraita: One may not derive benefit from the dried manure and 
the fresh dung of offerings of the most sacred order found in the 
Temple courtyard" ab initio, but if one derived benefit from them 
he is not liable for misusing them; and the money received from 
their sale will be allocated for the treasury chamber of the Temple. 


In light of the suggested distinction between blood and milk, the 
Gemara asks: Why is the dung not subject to the halakhot of misuse? 
Here too, the animal cannot exist without dung, and therefore the 
dung should be subject to the halakhot of misuse like blood. The 
Sages say in response: How can you compare the two cases? In the 
case of this dung that comes to the animal from an external source, 
i.e. the food that it ate, this food goes out of the body in the form 
of dung and that other food comes into the body and takes its 
place. This description serves to exclude blood, which is part of 
the animal’s body and is not replaced from an external source. 
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The Gemara notes: The baraita teaches that one may not derive 
benefit from the manure and dung ab initio, but if one derived ben- 
efit from them he is not liable for misuse, and the money received 
from their sale will be allocated for the treasury chamber of the 
Temple. This supports the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, as Rabbi Elazar 
said: Wherever the Sages said an item is consecrated and not 
consecrated, as in this case where one may not derive benefit but he 
is not liable for misuse either, the money received from its sale is 
allocated for the treasury chamber of the Temple. 


With d hi ilkof ificial ani l 
MISHNA itn regard to t em o sacri aa animals 


and the eggs of sacrificial doves," one may 
not derive benefit from them ab initio, but if one derived benefit 
from them after the fact he is not liable for their misuse. 


In what case is this statement, that if one derived benefit from the 
eggs or milk of sacrificial animals, he is not liable for their misuse, 
said? It is stated in the case of sacrificial animals offered on the altar, 
as their eggs and milk are not brought to the altar and therefore they 
are considered distinct from the offerings themselves. But this is not 
the halakha in the case of animals that are not sacrificed and are 
consecrated only for Temple maintenance. For example, if one 
consecrated a hen" he is liable for misusing it and for misusing its 
egg; ifone consecrated a donkey he is liable for misusing it and for 
misusing its milk, as the animal and its milk, and likewise the hen 
and its eggs, are both consecrated for Temple maintenance and are 


deemed a single unit. 
G E M A The mishna teaches that if one derived ben- 
efit from the eggs or milk of consecrated 
animals sacrificed on the altar he is not liable for their misuse. The 
Gemara asks: But does that mean that in a case of an item that is 
suitable to be sacrificed on the altar, if he consecrated it with a 
sanctity that inheres in its value, i.e., to sell it and use the money to 
buy an offering rather than sacrifice the animal itself, then its eggs or 
milk are not subject to the halakhot of misuse? Since he does not 
intend to sacrifice the animal itself, why shouldn’t the prohibition of 
misuse apply to its milk or its eggs? 


Rav Pappa said: The wording of the mishna is incomplete and this 
is what it is teaching: In what case is this statement, that the milk 
and eggs of a consecrated animal sacrificed on the altar are not sub- 
ject to misuse, said? It is said when he consecrated the animal with 
inherent sanctity to be sacrificed on the altar. But if he consecrated 
it with a sanctity that inheres in its value, i.e., to sell it and use the 
money to buy an offering to be sacrificed on the altar," then it is 
considered as though he consecrated it for the Temple mainte- 
nance and it is subject to misuse. Therefore, if one consecrated a 
hen to sell it and use the money to buy an offering he is liable for 
misusing it and for misusing its egg; if one consecrated a donkey" 
he is liable for misusing it and for misusing its milk. 


MISHNA With regard to any consecrated item that is 


fit for sacrifice on the altar 


HALAKHA 


The milk of sacrificial animals and the eggs of sacrificial doves- an animal or a bird with a sanctity that inheres in its value in order 


PITELI poa abn: One may not derive benefit ab initio from 
the milk or eggs of animals consecrated for the altar; but if one 
derived benefit from them he is not liable for their misuse (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 3:12). 


If one consecrated a hen - mbiann wrp: If one consecrated a 
hen for sacrifice upon the altar he is liable for misusing both the hen 
and its eggs (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:13). 


If he consecrated it with a sanctity in its value to be sacrificed 
on the altar - mata rah Dat NwTp iwp: If one consecrated 


o sell it and use the money to buy an offering to be sacrificed on 
he altar, e.g., if he said: The value of this animal is consecrated for 
he purpose of bringing libations, or: The value of this pigeon is 
consecrated for the purpose of bringing a peace offering, this is 
considered like consecration for Temple maintenance, and one is 
iable for misuse of its milk or eggs (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Meila 3:13). 


If one consecrated a donkey — minn: If one consecrated a donkey 
for sacrifice upon the altar he is liable for the misuse of both the 
donkey and its milk (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:13). 


DATA p: ME ILA PEREK III :12B 329 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek III 
Daf13 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


But is not fit for Temple maintenance - man pi xy: 
With regard to one who consecrated items for Temple 
maintenance, whether they are items suitable to be 
used in the maintenance of the Temple structure such 
as stones or beams, or creatures such as lambs or doves 
that can be brought as offerings, one who derives benefit 
from these items is liable for misusing property that has 
been consecrated to the Temple. The same applies if 
one consecrated items for the altar that are suitable for 
Temple maintenance; or if he consecrated items for the 
altar or Temple maintenance that are not suitable for 
either, such as hens or land or even a trash pile filled 
with manure, dirt, or ashes. In all these cases, one may 
not derive benefit from the consecrated item until he 
redeems it, if indeed the item can be redeemed (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:1). 


If one consecrated an empty cistern and it was subse- 
quently filled with water - xbon JOIN Tia WIP OX 
03: Growths of consecrated property are subject to the 
halakhot of misuse. How so? If one consecrated a field 
that later produced plants, or a tree that subsequently 
produced fruit, the growth is subject to the halakhot of 
misuse. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei. 

By contrast, enhancements of consecrated property 
that did not grow from the consecrated property are 
not subject to the halakhot of misuse. For example, if 
one consecrated a well that was later filled with water, 
an empty garbage dump that was subsequently filled 
with manure, or a dovecote that was filled with doves 
at a later stage, only the property that was originally 
consecrated is subject to misuse, not the items that later 
filled it. Everyone agrees with this qualification. These 
items should be sold and their value given to the Temple 
treasury (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 5:6, and 
Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 


One is not liable for misusing that which is within 
them - mzinaw mna pwin ps: In a corresponding case 
involving a private individual, e.g., if a person owns a 
cistern that was filled with rainwater, that person would 
become the owner of the rainwater and another person 
would be liable for theft were he to take the water. How- 
ever, the Temple treasury does not have the ability to 
acquire property in this manner (Tosafot; Rashbam; Rab- 
beinu Yona). Others explain that although the water does 
belong to the Temple treasury, the prohibition of misuse 
applies only to what has been explicitly consecrated, not 
to any property owned by the Temple treasury (See Ritva; 
Ran; Ketzot HaHoshen). 
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but is not fit for Temple maintenance," or if it is fit for Temple 
maintenance but not for sacrifice on the altar, or fit neither for the 
altar nor for Temple maintenance, nevertheless one is liable for 
misusing it. The mishna clarifies each of these categories: Fit for 
Temple maintenance but not for sacrifice on the altar, how so? 


In a case where one consecrated a cistern full of water, the water 
is not fit for sacrifice on the altar, as only water from the Siloam pool 
is used for the altar. Nevertheless, it is fit for Temple maintenance, 
e.g., to knead clay with it for use in reinforcing the walls of the 
Temple. What is the case of an item fit neither for the altar nor for 
Temple maintenance? If one consecrated garbage dumps full of 
manure, the place and its contents are fit neither for the altar nor 
for Temple maintenance. Rather, they are sold and the money 
received from the sale is donated to the Temple. What is the case of 
an item fit for sacrifice on the altar but not fit for Temple mainte- 
nance? If one consecrated a dovecote full of pigeons,’ the pigeons 
are fit for the altar while the dovecote is not fit even for Temple 
maintenance. 


Orif one consecrated a tree full of fruit, as the fruit is fit for the altar 
whereas the tree is not fit even for Temple maintenance. For example, 
grapes are fit for the altar as wine, but the vines are not fit for Temple 
maintenance, as they are too flimsy for construction. Another case 
where the consecrated item is fit for neither the altar nor Temple 
maintenance is a field full of grass. 


In all those cases, one is liable for misusing both them and that 
which is within them, as those that are unfit for use in the Temple 
will be sold and their money will be used for the altar or for Temple 
maintenance. 


But if one consecrated an empty cistern and it was subsequently 
filled with water," or if one consecrated an empty garbage dump 
and it was subsequently filled with manure, or an empty dovecote 
and it was subsequently filled with pigeons, or a tree without 
fruit and it was subsequently filled with fruit, or an empty field 
and it was subsequently filled with grass; in all these cases one 
is liable for misusing them but one is not liable for misusing 
that which is within them.’ There is no misuse with regard to 
enhancements that developed in consecrated property. 


Rabbi Yosei disagrees in two of the above cases and says: In the case 

of one who consecrates the empty field in which grass grew or the 

empty tree on which fruit grew, he is liable for misusing both them 

and their growth, because these are growths of consecrated prop- 
erty, despite the fact that they grew there only after the property was 

consecrated. 


BACKGROUND 


Dovecote full of pigeons - m1 xbo ‘Jaw: In the time of the 
Mishna and Gemara there were several ways of caring for doves 
and pigeons. There were yonei hadriseiot, or hardise'iot, which 
were entirely domesticated pigeons, whose food and other 
provisions were the responsibility of their owner. By contrast, 
the majority of the doves and pigeons resided in the owner's 
dovecote, i.e., the owner provided a place for them to nest in 
dovecotes in his house or courtyard. These birds would find food 
for themselves. They were essentially wild birds that nested 


he household of the person who was considered their owner, 
who would take some of the adult birds or the young from time 
o time. 

This ownership was a function of rabbinic ordinance due 
o the ways of peace (see Gittin 59b); it was not based on true 
monetary ownership. Nevertheless, this degree of ownership 
was sufficient to enable the owner of the dovecote to consecrate 
hese birds. 


n 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


WYT yo pir KY WYANT T 
x) PETAT 12) 72 DILA DANN 
POTN DIN pap A pi» 


wapa nia ya bar x dyin 
WPT WBN 178 [21 


pa py x mewa Toy ane 1d 
mon aaa WWT 


TAYT KON SK WINN DNY 
a phyin - visa ma a0 may” 
Sa phyin- nwyn abn ax 


AAR” "TAN" MONKS Yaa WAP Jon 
ainan 


Apropos the growths of consecrated property, the mishna states 
that an offspring born to a tithed animal before it was tithed may 
not be given to suckle from the tithed mother," as it is a non-sacred 
animal that may not be allowed to derive benefit from consecrated 
property. And there are others who stipulate in this manner," i.e., 
that the consecration does not apply to the milk. The same is true 
of the offspring of sacrificial animals born to them before their 
consecration; they may not suckle from the sacrificial animal. 
And in this case as well, there are others who stipulate in this 
manner, i.e., to enable the offspring to suckle. 


The laborers, who are generally permitted to eat the food of their 
employer, may not eat from consecrated dried figs," if they work 
with Temple produce. Rather, they can buy food with the money 
they are paid. And likewise, a cow working with consecrated prop- 
erty, e.g, threshing Temple produce, may not eat from consecrated 
vetch [mikarshinei].°" 


G E M A RA The mishna teaches that an offspring born 


to a tithed animal before it was tithed may 
not suckle from the tithed mother, and the same applies to the 
offspring ofa sacrificial animal. The Gemara asks: From where are 
these matters derived? 


Rav Ahadvoi bar Ami said: It is derived through a verbal analogy 
of the expressions “passing” and “passing,” from the case of a 
firstborn offering. With regard to animal tithe the verse states: 
“Whatsoever passes under the rod” (Leviticus 27:32), and with 
regard to the firstborn offering it is stated: “And you shall cause to 
pass all that opens the womb, to the Lord” (Exodus 13:12). Just as 
in the case of the firstborn offering one is liable for misusing all of 
it, as it is a male and does not have milk, so too, with regard to the 
milk of a tithed animal one is liable for misusing all of it, i.e., all of 
it is forbidden, including its milk, as it is part of the tithed animal. 
Therefore, the offspring may not suckle from the mother. 


The other halakha, that the milk of a sacrificial animal is prohibited, 
is also derived through a verbal analogy, specifically the terms “its 
mother” and “its mother,’ from the case of a firstborn offering. 
With regard to sacrificial animals the verse states: “When a bullock, 
or a sheep, or a goat, is born, it shall be seven days under its mother” 
(Leviticus 22:27), and in the case of the firstborn offering it is stated: 

“Seven days it shall be with its mother” (Exodus 22:29). Just as one 
is liable for misusing all of a firstborn offering, so too, one is liable 
for misusing the milk of a sacrificial animal, i.e., the milk is forbid- 
den, as it is part of the sacrificial animal. Consequently, its offspring 
may not suckle from the mother. 


An offspring born to a tithed animal before it was tithed may 
not be given to suckle from the tithed mother — mwsynt th 
Maya m pi» x: One may not derive benefit from the milk of 
a sacrificial animal ab initio, but if he derived benefit from it he is 
not liable for its misuse. Therefore, an offspring born to a tithed 
animal may not be allowed to suckle from the tithed mother, 
but rather it must suckle from a non-sacred animal. In such a 
case one should say: The milk of this non-sacred animal is con- 
secrated for the offspring of sacrificial animals to suckle, in order 
that they should not perish. By contrast, the Ra'avad maintains 
that one provides the milk from his non-sacred animals for those 
offspring without consecrating it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Me'ila 3:12). 


The laborers may not eat from consecrated dried figs - oyin 
IPI ma ja box x: With regard to laborers who are working 
for the Temple treasury under the stipulation that their meals will 
be provided for them, they may not eat consecrated food, and if 
they do, they are liable for misuse of consecrated items. Instead, 
the Temple treasury gives them money for their food (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 8:1). 


A cow may not eat from consecrated vetch - wapi yw T: 
One who is threshing consecrated vetch must muzzle the cow 
with which he is threshing in order to prevent it from eating 
the consecrated vetch. Consecrated food is not included in the 
prohibition of: “Do not muzzle the ox during his treading” (Deu- 
teronomy 25:4), as that applies only to permitted food (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 8:2). 


And there are others who stipulate [mitnadvim] in 
this manner - }3 atA DINK: Some commentar- 
ies explain that there are some individuals who, when 
necessary, stipulate that the consecration does not 
apply to the milk. They understand the word: Others, as 
indicating that only a minority of people do this (Rashi; 
Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). 

Others reject this interpretation, claiming this is 
not the usual meaning of mitnadvim, which generally 
denotes volunteering. Instead, they maintain that the 
word: Others, is referring to people other than the one 
who consecrated the animal. These people volunteer 
to provide milk for the offspring of tithed and sacrificial 
animals from their own non-sacred animals (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:12). 


Vetch [karshinin] - pews: The karshina or bikit 
karshina, Vicia ervilia, is an annual plant of the legume 
family. It reaches a height of 10-50 cm. The karshina is 
a winter and spring crop in Mediterranean countries, 
and it is still grown in Arab villages today. 

The plant and its seeds serve as food for animals. To 
soften the seeds, they are sometimes soaked in water 
overnight. The seeds are brown, round or polygonal, 
and have a diameter of 3.5-5.5 mm. 


Vetch plant 
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NOTES 


A spring that flows in a non-sacred field but which 
emerges — Xx) ITË py: Although the wording of the 
mishna apparently indicates that the spring flows from 
a consecrated field, several commentaries nevertheless 
maintain it is referring to a spring which flows from a non- 
sacred field into a consecrated field (Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola; Rashi; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). They inter- 
pret it in this manner because if the mishna were dealing 
with a spring that flows from a consecrated field its water 
should be subject to misuse, like all growth of consecrated 
property. Others maintain the spring does flow from a 
consecrated field (Rambam), but since the water started 
to flow after the field was consecrated it is not subject to 
misuse. 

Yet others contend that even the water of a spring 
which began to flow from a consecrated field before it was 
consecrated is not subject to misuse. This is because the 
water comes from reservoirs located in the depths of the 
earth, and it is therefore not included in the consecration 
(Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Tosafot). 
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from consecrated vetch. The Gemara does not ask about the source 
of the halakha of a laborer, as the verse clearly states in this regard: 
When you come into your neighbor's vineyard” (Deuteronomy 


23:25), which does not include a vineyard belonging to the Temple; 
but the Gemara does ask about the case of the cow: What is the 
reason for the ruling with regard to a cow? Rav Ahadvoi bar Ami 
said: As the verse states: “Do not muzzle the ox during its tread- 
ing” (Deuteronomy 25:4). The term “its treading” teaches that this 
prohibition applies to muzzling an ox when it is treading your non- 
sacred field, and not when it is treading a consecrated field. Since 
the consecrated produce is prohibited, one must muzzle the ox. 


rw- wip ngwa povdp win” The Gemara discusses a similar case: One who threshes his non- 
YW 249397 VOX YA Pa xm sacred kalilin, a type of legume, in a consecrated field" is liable for 


cA bya apas Ap 


misuse of consecrated items. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But in 
order for one to be liable for misuse, we require the consecrated 


item from which one derives benefit to be detached from the 
ground, whereas the field is the ground itself. Ravina said: Con- 
clude from it that the field’s dust is beneficial for kalilin, and there- 
fore he misuses the detached dust of the consecrated field when he 


threshes it. 


One who threshes his kalilin in a consecrated field - w7 
wipa mwa povdp: One who threshes in a consecrated field is 
liable for misuse of consecrated items, as its dust is beneficial to 
the field. Some interpret this as referring to the product that is 
being threshed in the field (KesefMishne), while others maintain 
it is referring to the field itself (Mahari Kurkus; see Rambam). 
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HALAKHA 


Since this person is deriving benefit from the dust and by the 
damage to the field, he is liable for misuse of the consecrated 
field. Similarly, if he threshed in a consecrated field in order to 
cover with dust his produce that he placed there and he then 
removed the produce, he is liable for misuse of the consecrated 
field (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:5). 


M I S H NA With regard to the roots of the non-sacred 


tree of an ordinary person that enter into 


consecrated land," and the roots of a consecrated tree that enter 
into the non-sacred land of an ordinary person," one may not 
derive benefit from them ab initio, but if he derived benefit from 
them he is not liable for their misuse. With regard to water of a 
spring that flows in a non-sacred field but which emerges" from 


that field and flows into a consecrated field," when it is in the 
consecrated field one may not derive benefit from it ab initio, but 
if one derived benefit from it he is not liable for its misuse. Once 
the spring emerges outside the consecrated field one may derive 
benefit from the water. 


HALAKHA 


The roots of the non-sacred tree of an ordinary person that 
enter into consecrated land — bwa PIT Dit by tons ww 
wpm: If the roots of a tree belonging to an ordinary person 
extend into a consecrated field, no benefit may be derived 
from the roots if the tree is located within sixteen cubits of the 
consecrated field; but if one does derive benefit he is not liable 
for misuse of consecrated property. If the tree is more than 
sixteen cubits away, one who derives benefit from the roots 
in the consecrated field is liable for misuse. This halakha is in 
accordance with the mishna here and the Gemara in Bava Batra 
26b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 5:6). 


And the roots of a consecrated tree that enter into the non- 
sacred land of an ordinary person — vit bwa prav wap bw: 
If roots of a consecrated tree extend into the non-sacred land of 
an ordinary person and the tree is located within sixteen cubits 


of the non-sacred field, it is prohibited to derive benefit from the 
roots, and one who does so is liable for misuse of consecrated 
property. If the tree is more than sixteen cubits away one may 
not derive benefit from those roots, but if he does so he is not 
liable for misuse of consecrated property. This ruling is in accor- 
dance with the mishna here and the Gemara in Bava Batra 26b 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:6). 


A spring that flows in a non-sacred field but which emerges 
and flows into a consecrated field - TIWI Jina NYI KITO pyr 
wip by: Ifa spring flows from within a consecrated field, it is 
prohibited to derive benefit from its water, but one who does 
so is not liable for misuse of consecrated property. If the water 
emerged from the field it is permitted to derive benefit from it 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:6). 
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With regard to the water that was drawn from the Siloam pool into 
the golden jug," which was not consecrated as a service vessel, to 


bring it to the altar for libation on the festival of Sukkot, one may 
not derive benefit from the water ab initio, as it was drawn for use 
in the Temple service. But if one derived benefit from it he is not 
liable for its misuse, since it was not consecrated in a service vessel. 
Once one places the water from the jug for libation into the flask, 
which is a service vessel, the water is consecrated and he is liable for 
misusing the water. 
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With regard to the willow” branches that are placed on the sides of 
the altar on the festival of Sukkot, before their placement one may 
not derive benefit from them ab initio, but if he derived benefit 
from them he is not liable for their misuse. After their placement 


their mitzva has been fulfilled, and therefore at that time one may 
derive benefit from the willow branches ab initio. Rabbi Elazar, son 
of Rabbi Tzadok, says: The elders were accustomed" to derive 
benefit from the willow branches even before their placement on 
the sides of the altar, by cutting small branches for use in their lulav, 
in fulfillment of the mitzva of the four species. 
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GEMARA Reish Lakish says: When the mishna 


teaches that one is not liable for misusing 


the water in the golden jug awaiting use as a libation, it means that 


one is not liable for misuse of all of the water in the jug, if it con- 
tained more than three log. But one is liable for misusing the three 
log required for the libation. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But the latter clause of the mishna 
teaches that once one placed the water from the jug into the flask 
he is liable for misusing the water. One can conclude by inference 
that in the case addressed in the first clause of the mishna, where 


the water is still in the jug, one is not liable for misuse in all circum- 
stances, even if the jug contains only the requisite three log. This 
apparently contradicts the statement of Reish Lakish. 
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The Gemara answers: Rather, if a qualification was stated in this 
matter it was stated with regard to the latter clause of the mishna, 
which teaches that once the water is placed in the flask one is liable 
for misusing the water. The qualification is as follows: Reish Lakish 


says one is liable for its misuse only if the flask contains exactly 
three log of water, which is the requisite amount for the mitzva. But 
if there is more than three log one is not liable for misusing any of 
the water, as it is not consecrated at all. 
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And Rabbi Yohanan disagrees and says: Even if the flask contained 
more than three log of water, one is liable for misusing any of the 
water. He maintains there is no fixed measure for water used in the 
libation, and therefore all the water is consecrated for the mitzva. 
The Gemara asks: Is this to say that Reish Lakish holds there is a 


maximum measure for the water used in the libation? But didn’t 
we learn in a mishna (Zevahim uob) that deals with liability for 
sacrificing outside the Temple that Rabbi Eliezer, or Rabbi Elazar, 
says: One who pours, as a libation, water consecrated for the 
libation of the festival of Sukkot," during the Festival, outside the 
courtyard, is liable to receive karet just as though he sacrificed 
outside the Temple. 


The elders were accustomed — D328 W paid: There are vari- 
ous interpretations of the disagreement between the Rabbis and 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok. Some contend that they dis- 
agree over whether or not it is permitted to derive benefit from 
the willow branches in general, and the practice of the elders is 
cited by Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, as proof of his lenient 
ruling. The Rabbis reject this proof, as the elders used the willow 
branches specifically for a mitzva, and performance of a mitzva 
is not considered to be a deriving of benefit (Rashash, based 
on Rambam). Others maintain that according to the Rabbis it is 


NOTES 


not permitted for one to use the willow branches even for the 
purpose of a mitzva (Zevah Toda, based on his understanding 
of the Rambam). 

Yet other commentaries state that, in fact, there is no dis- 
agreement between the Rabbis and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Tzadok, as they are referring to different cases. The Rabbis are 
speaking of the prohibition against using the willow branches 
for mundane purposes, whereas Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Tzadok, is referring to use for a mitzva, which everyone agrees is 
permitted. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


The water that was drawn from the Siloam pool into 
the golden jug - agw “23W onai: One may not derive 
benefit from the water drawn for use as a libation during 
the festival of Sukkot, but he is not liable for misuse of 
consecrated property for doing so while the water is in 
the golden jug. Once the water has been placed in the 
flask he is liable for misuse for deriving benefit from any 
of the water, as all of it is considered part of the libation. 
This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Me'ila 2:9). 


Willow - 73W: It is prohibited to derive benefit from a 
willow tree that grew in a consecrated field, but if one 
did so he is not liable for misuse of consecrated property 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:6, and see Ra'avad 
and Kesef Mishne there). 


One who pours as a libation water consecrated for the 
libation of the festival of Sukkot, etc. — 13130 2 TENN: 
One who pours three /og of water during the festival of 
Sukkot outside the courtyard is liable, as the verse states: 
“Does not bring it to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, 
to sacrifice it to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:3-9). This teaches 
that one is liable for sacrificing outside the Temple court- 
yard anything which was fit for the Temple service. This 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 19:3 
and Kesef Mishne there). 
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PERSONALITIES 
Menahem Yodafa — naxi oma: This Sage was appar- 
ently one of the later tanna‘im, and he is mentioned 
occasionally in the Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud. It is likely that he was called Yodafa because 
he was from the city Yodfat in the Galilee. 
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The Gemara continues: And Rabbi Yohanan says in the name 
of Rabbi Menahem Yodafa:?” Rabbi Elazar says that halakha in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, his teacher, who 
interprets a verse dealing with the offerings of the festival of Suk- 
kot: “Beside the daily burnt offering, its meal offering, and its 
libations” (Numbers 29:31), as follows: The plural form indicates 
that the verse is speaking of two types of libations: One is the water 
libation, unique to the festival of Sukkot, and the other one is the 
wine libation, which always accompanies the daily offering. 


And Reish Lakish said to Rabbi Yohanan: If Rabbi Elazar derives 
the obligation for the water libation through the derivation taught 
by Rabbi Akiva, and that is why he rules that one who pours it as 
alibation outside the courtyard is liable, then he should equate the 
libations of wine and water, as follows: Just as with regard to wine 
the measure for the mitzva is three log, so too here, in the case of 
water, the measure for the mitzva should be three log." One may 
conclude by inference from this statement that Reish Lakish 
himself holds there is no measure for the water used in the liba- 
tion. The Gemara answers: Actually, Reish Lakish maintains that 
there is a measure for the water, but he stated his question accord- 
ing to the explanation of Rabbi Menahem Yodafa, cited by Rabbi 
Yohanan. 


MI S HN A With regard to a bird’s nest that is atop the 


consecrated tree," one may not derive 
benefit from it ab initio, but if one derived benefit from it he is not 
liable for its misuse. In order to acquire a bird’s nest that is atop a 
tree worshipped as idolatry," from which one may not derive 
benefit even by climbing it, one should dislodge the nest from 
its place by striking it with a pole. In the case of one who conse- 
crates his forest," one is liable for misusing everything in the 
entire forest. 


Tree worshipped as idolatry - 7 wx: The Torah commands 


BACKGROUND 


next to an idol as adornment or for some use in its service. It is 


these trees to be burned and entirely destroyed (see Deuter- prohibited to derive benefit from a tree of these types, which have 


onomy 12:2). Specifically, there are two types of trees that must 
be destroyed: A tree that itself was worshipped and a tree planted 


the halakhic status of an item that has been burned and is there- 
fore considered nonexistent even before it is actually destroyed. 


In the case of water the measure for the mitzva should be three 
log - pab vow o2: The measure of water for the water libation 
in the Temple, which was performed on the festival of Sukkot, is 
three log (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 10:7). 


A bird’s nest that is atop the consecrated tree - WxIaw p7 
wap by toen: In the case of a bird’s nest that is on top of a con- 
secrated tree, built by a bird from non-sacred twigs and branches 
and the like, one may not derive benefit from the eggs and the 
chicks that are dependent on their mother, but if he did so he is 
not liable for misuse. If the bird built the nest with consecrated 
items, one may not derive benefit from the nest itself (Kesef 
Mishne). This ruling is in accordance with the mishna and the 
opinion of Rabbi Ya'akov in the discussion on the following amud, 
with regard to the eggs, and in accordance with the mishna and 
the opinion of Rav Ashi in the discussion on the following amud 
with regard to the chicks (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 5:7 


and Kesef Mishne there). 


HALAKHA 


That is atop a tree worshipped as idolatry - 7ywaw: It is 
permitted to derive benefit from chicks that are nesting atop 
a worshipped tree if they are not dependent on their mother. 
Those eggs and chicks that still require their mother for survival 
are prohibited. The nest itself is permitted, because the birds 
usually bring the branches for the nest from elsewhere. If the 
bird brought the branches from the tree itself, one is prohibited 
o derive benefit from the nest (Ra’avad; Shakh). This ruling is in 
accordance with the mishna and the opinion of Rabbi Ya'akov 
in the Gemara, with regard to the eggs, and in accordance with 
he mishna and the opinion of Rav Ashi with regard to the chicks 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 7:12, and Ra’avad and 
Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 142:8). 


One who consecrates a forest — wring nx wpa: If one conse- 
crated a forest, the entire forest is subject to the halakhot of mis- 
use. This includes the trees, the nests atop the trees, and anything 
found between them (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 5:8). 
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G E M A Connected with the mishna’s discussion of 

idol worship it was stated: In the case of 
an object of idol worship that broke by itself," Rabbi Yohanan 
says: It is prohibited to derive benefit from it, as the fact that it is 
broken does not constitute nullification, and Reish Lakish says: It 
is permitted to derive benefit from it. 


The Gemara clarifies their opinions: Rabbi Yohanan says it is pro- 
hibited, as a gentile did not nullify the object of idol worship, and 
its status is nullified only if a gentile broke it with the intention of 
nullifying it. And Reish Lakish says it is permitted, as it can be 
presumed that its gentile owner, upon seeing that it was broken, 
would have nullified it, saying to himself: If the object of idol wor- 
ship could not even save itself from destruction, will it save me 
from harm? 


Reish Lakish raised an objection to Rabbi Yohanan from the 
mishna: With regard to the bird’s nest that is atop the consecrated 
tree, one may not derive benefit from it ab initio, but ifhe derived 
benefit from it he is not liable for its misuse. In order to acquire a 
bird’s nest that is atop the tree worshipped as idolatry one should 
dislodge the nest by striking it with a pole. 


Reish Lakish analyzes the second halakha: What, is it not referring 
to a case where the nest was built from branches that broke off from 
the worshipped tree itself, and yet the mishna teaches: One should 
dislodge it by striking it with a pole? This indicates that branches 
that are broken off are permitted, despite the fact that they were not 
broken off by a gentile. Rabbi Yohanan responds: No, there is no 
proof from the mishna, as it is referring to a case where the bird 
brought branches from elsewhere, not from the worshipped 
tree itself. 


Reish Lakish rejects this answer: If so, why does the mishna teach 
in the parallel case of a consecrated tree, where presumably the nest 
was likewise built of branches brought from elsewhere, that one may 
not derive benefit from it ab initio, but if one derived benefit from 
it he is not liable for its misuse? If the nest was built from non- 
sacred material, why is one not permitted to derive benefit from it 
ab initio? 


The Gemara answers: Rather, the mishna must be discussing cases 
where the nest was constructed from branches that came from the 
tree in which it was built, and it is referring to growths of conse- 
crated property that came afterward, i.e., after the property was 
consecrated. And the tanna of the mishna holds one is not liable 
for misusing growths of consecrated property, but it is prohibited 
to derive benefit from them ab initio. 


The Gemara adds: This, too, stands to reason, that the mishna is 
referring to a case where the nest was built of branches from the tree 
in which it is located, as, if it enters your mind that the mishna is 
referring to a case where the bird brought the branches from else- 
where, why, in the case of the tree worshipped as idolatry, must one 
dislodge it from its place by striking it with a pole? Let him take it 
directly without using a pole. 


HALAKHA 


An object of idol worship that broke by itself - 71 71iay 
won TANW: It is prohibited to derive benefit from the frag- 
ments of an object belonging to a gentile and used for idolatrous 


if one finds such fragments they are prohibited, as it is possible 
the gentile did not nullify the object of idol worship. This halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 


worship that subsequently broke by itself, unless the gentile Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 8:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 


consciously nullified its status as an object of idolatry. Therefore, 


Dea 146:1). 
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HALAKHA 

The Temple treasurers who purchased non- 
sacred logs - my nw waan: If the Temple 
treasurers shaved or pruned consecrated trees, 
the small branches that were cut from the tree are 
subject to the halakhot of misuse. One is not liable 
for misuse of the shavings or the chips, nor for the 
hard body inside a tree that resembles a wart, as 
they are not useful in construction. The Ra’avad 
substitutes leaves that fell off for the last of these 
cases (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:9). 


Builds the structures in the Temple with non- 
sacred materials - dima paia: One does not build 
the Temple with consecrated wood and stones; 
rather, non-sacred materials are to be used. This 
rabbinic decree was enacted to prevent artisans 
from unwittingly misusing consecrated property 
in the course of their labor, e.g., by deriving benefit 
from the shade of a building or by leaning on a 
rock or a beam. After the construction is complete, 
consecrated money is desacralized by transferring 
its sanctity to the completed structure, thereby ren- 
dering the structure consecrated. This halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Shmuel (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 8:4). 
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Eggs - o»¥’a: Some early commentaries claim that the nest 
itself, which is located in the tree that is worshipped as idolatry, 
is permitted. They maintain that the Sages prohibited only the 

eggs, as they are dependent on the tree, whereas the nest is 

permitted, provided that it was built from branches brought 
from elsewhere (see Rashi and Tosafot, Avoda Zara 42b). This is 

apparently also the opinion of the Rambam (Sefer HaMadda, Hil- 
khot Avoda Zara 7:12). Although in the case of a consecrated tree 

the Sages decreed that the nest is prohibited, they did not enact 
a similar decree with regard to a tree worshipped as idolatry. 
The reason for this distinction is that if the nest were permitted 

in the case of a consecrated tree then people might also make 

use of the tree itself, which is prohibited. By contrast, people 

distance themselves from a tree worshipped as idolatry and 

therefore there is no such concern (Rashi on Avoda Zara 42b). 


Leaves [neviyya] — 723: There are several versions and inter- 
pretations of this term. The standard reading is neviyya, the log's 
leaves (Rashi; Ra’avad). Others read nekiyya, meaning a part of 
the log that is emitted by a blow [maka], i.e., sawdust (Shita 
Mekubbetzet). Yet others have the version nemiya, referring to 
the hard, round body inside a tree that resembles a wart, which 
cannot be used in construction (Rambam). None of these are 
included in the Temple treasurers’ consecration of the wood. 
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Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yohanan said in response to this 
question: Actually, the mishna is referring to a case where the bird 
brought the branches from elsewhere, and what is the meaning 
of the clause: One should dislodge? It does not mean he should 
dislodge the nest with a pole, but rather he should dislodge the 
chicks that are in the nest. Since it is difficult to take the chicks 
without climbing the tree, as they can move, there is more of a 
concern in this case that he might climb the tree, in which case he 
would be deriving benefit from it, which is prohibited. 


Rabbi Ya’akov said to Rabbi Yirmeya: With regard to chicks that 
can fly away and are not confined to this specific tree, both here 
and there, i.e., both in the case of a consecrated tree and in the case 
of a worshipped tree, it is permitted to derive benefit from them. 
But with regard to eggs," both here and there, it is prohibited to 
derive benefit from them, as they are dependent on the prohibited 
tree. Rav Ashi further says: If the chicks are young and still need 
their mother to survive they are considered like eggs, i.e., they 
have the same status as eggs and it is prohibited to derive benefit 
from them. 


MI S H N A In the case of the Temple treasurers who 


purchased non-sacred logs" to use for 
repairs in the Temple, one is liable for misusing the wood itself, 
but one is not liable for misusing the sawdust, nor is he liable for 
the leaves [baneviyya]" that fall from the log, as the treasurers 
purchased for the Temple only those materials fit for use in its 


construction. 

G E M ARA Shmuel says that the method of construc- 
tion in the Temple, for repairs or improve- 

ments, is as follows: One builds the structures in the Temple with 

non-sacred materials," and afterward consecrates" those 

materials upon completion of the work. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that one does not consecrate 
the materials immediately? One who donates money for Temple 
maintenance consecrates the money and it is therefore subject to 
the halakha of misuse of consecrated property. Consequently, one 
may not use this money to purchase items for Temple maintenance, 
as the supplier would be liable for misuse as soon as he received 
the money as payment. The only way to use donations for Temple 
maintenance is ifthe Temple treasurer said that the sanctity of this 
money which was consecrated by the donor shall take effect on 
the completed structure, rather than on the construction materials 
or the wages of the artisans during the construction. 


Hard knot ina tree 


And afterward consecrates — pwa 12 0%): The early com- 
mentaries explain that the reason for this procedure is that 
consecrated property can be desacralized only by transferring 
its sanctity onto a non-sacred physical item. It cannot be trans- 
ferred to an abstract entity, such as the labor being performed. 
The ideal solution would be for one who donates a sum for 
Temple maintenance not to consecrate the money, so that it 
can be used for the wages of the artisans. However, as most 
people consecrate the money they donate to Temple mainte- 
nance, the Sages instituted the following system: The Temple 
reasurers acquire the material for construction from suppliers 
on credit and they do not consecrate it. The artisans work on 
he basis that the enhancement of the material resulting from 
heir labor is theirs. Only afterward is the sanctity of the money 
ransferred to the completed structure (Josafot). 

Some later commentaries maintain that this procedure is 
merely the preferred method which is to be followed ab initio, 
as consecrated property can technically be desacralized by 
means of transfer of its sanctity to labor or to wages owed the 
artisans (Hazon Ish on Menahot). 
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Therefore, once the construction is completed, the sanctity is trans- 
ferred from the money to the structure, and then the money is non- 


sacred. And at that point, the Temple treasurers give the money to 
the artisans and the suppliers as their wages. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna (Shekalim 4:5): With 
regard to the incense” left over from the previous year, which could 
no longer be used, what would they do with it™ in order to render 
it usable again? The Temple treasurers would set aside an amount of 
it equal to the value of the wages of the artisans’ who worked in 
the Temple. 


And they would then desacralize that incense by transferring its 
sanctity to non-sacred money in the amount owed to the artisans." 
And they would subsequently give the incense to the artisans as their 
wages. And finally, they would return and buy back the incense from 
the artisans with funds from the new collection? of shekels, so that 
the incense would now be considered to have been acquired from the 
shekels of the current year. 


The Gemara explains its objection: But why was this procedure neces- 
sary according to Shmuel, who maintains that one builds the struc- 
tures in the Temple with non-sacred materials? Let them desacralize 
the leftover incense by transferring its sanctity to the completed, 
non-sacred structure, thereby consecrating it with the sanctity of the 
incense. After the leftover incense is desacralized, it can be given to 
the artisans as wages and the Temple treasurers can buy it back with 


funds from the new collection. 


NOTES 


What would they do with it — ia pwiy wt ma: The incense was 
bought with money from the new collection of shekels each 
year ab initio, i.e., with the new collection commencing from the 
beginning of the month of Nisan. Therefore, it was necessary to 
reacquire the leftover incense with the new shekels. 


Would set aside an amount of it equal to the value of the 
wages of the artisans — paix 13W mayan pwr wy: There are 
several opinions concerning the method of desacralization. Some 
explain that the Temple treasurers would allocate leftover incense 
equal to the value owed to those whose job it was to prepare the 
incense. They would then desacralize that incense by transferring 
its sanctity to money that had been designated for paying those 
wages. This meant that the money was now consecrated and the 
incense was non-sacred. Next, they would give the incense to the 
artisans as their wages, and finally repurchase that incense from 
he new collection of shekels. 

According to Rashi on Shevuot 10b, the phrase: Of it, i.e., of 
he incense, should be omitted from the text. He explains that 
money was allocated from the collection of the Temple treasury 
chamber for the artisans’ wages. After this money was transferred 
o the artisans it was desacralized, as it now belonged to them. 
The sanctity of the leftover incense was then transferred to this 
money and the artisans were given the incense as wages. Sub- 
sequently, the incense was repurchased from the artisans with 
unds from the new collection of shekels (see Tosafot here and 

eiri on Shevuot 10b). 

According to the Jerusalem Talmud in tractate Shekalim and 
he Ritva on Shevuot 10b, the artisans were not given funds from 
he Temple treasury, as this money was itself consecrated. One 
cannot redeem a consecrated item, such as the incense, with 


another article that is consecrated, e.g., the funds from the Temple 
treasury. Instead, non-sacred money was set aside for the wages 
of the artisans, and the sanctity of the incense was transferred to 
this money, after which the non-sacred incense was given to the 
artisans, and finally repurchased from them. 

Others explain that some of the incense itself was set aside, 
in an amount whose value was slightly greater than the wages 
of the artisans, and the artisans would pay the Temple treasury 
a sum equal to the value of the additional amount. They would 
transfer the sanctity of all the leftover incense to this additional 
amount, which was non-sacred, as it is permitted to redeem by an 
amount worth less than the consecrated item if necessary. Next, 
the incense was given to the artisans, and finally repurchased 
from them (Ri Migash). 


The artisans — pya: Rashi on Shevuot 10b explains that this is 
referring to the artisans who prepared the incense in the Temple, 
whose wages the Temple treasury would pay with incense. There 
is a practical reason for this method, as the artisans were already 
working with the incense. In addition, in this manner the desacral- 
ization of the incense would be more discreet. By contrast, most 
early commentaries hold that this is not referring specifically to 
those artisans, but rather includes all the artisans in the Temple, 
such as construction workers, as mentioned in the Gemara in 
several places (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rashi). 

This opinion is apparently supported by the mishna here as 
well, as it speaks of the money of the artisans. This is likely referring 
to a case of construction, since if it were referring only to the arti- 
sans who prepared the incense, they would not be compensated 
by means of money, but with incense. 


HALAKHA 


Incense left over from the previous year, what would 
they do with it — ia pwiy wa ma Mbpa sania: When 
the month of Nisan arrived, the leftover incense was 
desacralized by the transfer of its sanctity to money 
intended for the wages of the artisans who worked 
in the Temple. Some maintain that this is referring 
specifically to the artisans who prepared the incense 
(Mishne LaMelekh, citing Rashi). That money was then 
used for the repletion of the altar, and the artisans took 
the leftover incense as their wages. The Temple treasury 
subsequently bought back the incense from the artisans 
with funds from the new collection of shekels. As a result, 
the incense was considered to have been acquired from 
the shekels of the current year. If there was no new col- 
lection of shekels, the incense purchased with money 
from the old collection was used. This is in accordance 
with Mishna Shekalim 4:5 (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hil- 
khot Shekalim 4:12). 


BACKGROUND 


Incense — nvivp: The incense was a mixture of 
ingredients placed on the golden altar in the Temple 
and burned each morning and evening (see Exodus 
30:7-8). The incense contained eleven ingredients in 
fixed proportions. As with all other offerings, some salt 
was added to the incense. A special herb would cause 
it to smolder and emit a column of smoke that rose 
straight up. Generally, the incense would be prepared 
in sufficient quantity for an entire solar year, including 
the amounts needed daily and the additional require- 
ments for the Yom Kippur service. It is prohibited to 
prepare incense according to the Temple formula for 
use outside the Temple, and one who does so is liable 
to receive karet. 


New collection — wn mana: In this context the term 
teruma refers to the collection of the Temple treasury 
chamber collection, which consisted of the half-shekels 
donated by the people each year prior to the month of 
Nisan and which were kept in a chamber in the Temple. 
The money was used to purchase animals for communal 
offerings and other needs of the Temple. 
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HALAKHA 


The Temple treasurer redeemed it for an object 
worth only one peruta - mn my by bon: Conse- 
crated property designated for Temple maintenance, 
or sacrificial animals that developed a blemish, are 
redeemed according to their value ab initio. If one 
transgressed and redeemed them for an item worth 
less than their value, the property is redeemed, 
becomes non-sacred, and is permitted for use, even 
if he redeemed consecrated property worth one 
hundred dinars for an item worth one peruta. By 
rabbinic law the property must be appraised and 
the remaining unpaid value given to the Temple trea- 
sury. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 
VaHaramim 7:8). 


He was referring to logs acquired for use on that 
same day — mi orxya: If the Temple treasurers 
required logs for construction in the Temple for use 
on that same day, they were permitted to purchase 
them with consecrated funds. Since the logs would 
be used on that very day, there is no concern that 
someone might lean on them in the interim and 
thereby become liable for misuse of consecrated 
property. This halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Shmuel, as explained by Rav Pappa (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Meiila 8:4). 
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The Gemara explains: The mishna is referring to a situation where 
there is currently no ongoing construction in the Temple, and there- 
fore there is no structure to which they can transfer the sanctity of 
the leftover incense. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But the mishna 
teaches: The wages of the artisans, which indicates that construction 
is taking place in the Temple. The Gemara responds: Although there 
is indeed ongoing construction, the mishna in Shekalim is referring 
to a case where there is no construction equaling the amount of 
the value of the leftover incense. Therefore, it is not possible to 
transfer the sanctity of the leftover incense to the construction. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: But doesn’t Shmuel say with 
regard to consecrated property worth one hundred dinars that if 
the Temple treasurer redeemed it for an object worth only one 
peruta," it is redeemed, despite the fact that the redemption was 
performed with an item that was not worth the full value of the 
consecrated property? The Gemara answers: This statement of 
Shmuel applies to a case where one did so, i.e., it applies only after 
the fact, but the Temple treasurer should not act in this manner 
ab initio. 


Rav Pappa said: This is the reason that one builds the structures in 
the Temple with non-sacred materials and afterward consecrates 
those materials upon completion: It is because the Torah was not 
given to the ministering angels, who do not tire and do not have 
physical needs, but rather to human beings. Therefore, the Sages said 
that perhaps an artisan will want to rest and sit on the stones being 
used in the construction, and he might in fact sit on them. And if he 
builds with consecrated materials, it will be found that he misused 
consecrated property. Consequently, it is preferable for one to build 
with non-sacred materials, and the structure should be consecrated 
only upon completion. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this reasoning from that which we 
learned in the mishna: In the case of the Temple treasurers who 
purchased non-sacred logs to use for repairs in the Temple, one is 
liable for misusing the wood itself, but he is not liable for misusing 
the sawdust, nor is he liable for misusing the leaves that fall from the 
log. 


But why should this be a situation where one could be liable for 
misusing the wood? Here too, let him work with non-sacred logs 
and consecrate them only after they have been fixed in the structure. 
After all, in this case too one can apply the above reasoning that the 
Sages said that perhaps he will want to rest and sit on the logs he is 
working with, and he might sit on them, and it will be found that he 
misused consecrated items. 


Rav Pappa said that if the mishna were referring to logs that the 
Temple treasurers acquired for use in construction from this point 
forward, then indeed they should not be consecrated until they 
are fixed in the structure. But when we learned in the mishna that 
one is liable for misuse of the wood, the tanna was referring to logs 
acquired for use on that same day." Since they are meant to be used 
immediately, there is no concern that one might sit on them. 
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The discussion of the halakhot of consecrated items possessing inherent sanctity that 
are not subject to the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property begins with the 
five sin offerings that are left to die. In the cases of the offspring of a sin offering, an 
animal that is the substitute for a sin offering, and a sin offering whose owner died 
before the offering was sacrificed, although one may not derive benefit from them, 
if he did so he is not liable for misuse. In the cases of a sin offering whose year since 
birth passed and a sin offering that was lost, the halakha depends on whether or not 
the owner achieved atonement through the sacrifice of another animal. Ifhe already 
achieved atonement, then although one may not derive benefit from it, either by 
Torah law or by rabbinic law, an individual who did derive benefit from it is not liable 
for misuse. If the owner had not yet achieved atonement then he is liable for misuse, 
as the animal possesses sanctity that inheres in its value. 


With regard to a nazirite who designated funds for the three offerings that he brings 
at the end of his term of naziriteship, provided that he did not specify which funds 
were for each of the three offerings, the money is not subject to the prohibition of 
misuse. If he did specify, then the funds designated for the sin offering and the burnt 
offering are subject to the prohibition of misuse, whereas the funds designated for 
the peace offering are not subject to the prohibition of misuse. 


This is the halakha if the nazirite is still alive. If he died after designating the funds 
for his offerings but did not specify which funds were for each of the three offerings, 
some say one is liable only for misusing the entirety of the funds and some say one is 
liable even for misusing any of the funds. If the nazirite had specified how his funds 
were to be distributed for his offerings, the funds designated for the burnt offering 
are subject to the prohibition of misuse while those designated for the sin offering 
and the peace offering are not subject to the prohibition of misuse. 


Funds designated for bird offerings are subject to the prohibition of misuse. Blood of 
sacrificial animals is not subject to the prohibition of misuse, as its primary purpose 
is to attain atonement for people, and therefore it is not in the category of: “The 
sacred items of the Lord” (Leviticus 5:15). The Sages disagree as to whether or not 
the blood of sacrificial animals after their mitzva has been performed is subject to 
the prohibition of misuse, as at that point the blood still has utility for the Temple 
treasury because it can be sold to gardeners as fertilizer. 


With regard to libations, the Gemara concludes that initially they are subject to the 
prohibition of misuse; once they have descended to the drainpipes built into the 
altar one is no longer liable for their misuse, because their mitzva has already been 
performed. By contrast, the ash removed from the altar is subject to the prohibi- 
tion of misuse despite the fact that its mitzva has already been performed. Some 
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commentaries maintain one is not liable to bring an offering for misusing the ashes, 
as there is merely a prohibition against deriving benefit from them. 


There is disagreement as to whether the limbs of the scapegoat after its death are per- 
mitted or if they are subject to the prohibition of misuse. The matter is left unresolved 
by the Gemara and is further discussed by the commentaries. 


The status of the linen vestments already worn by the High Priest on Yom Kippur are 
also subject to a dispute. Some Sages rule that they must be interred and are subject 
to the prohibition of misuse, while others maintain that an ordinary priest may wear 
them and they are not subject to misuse. Everyone agrees they may not be worn by 
a High Priest on Yom Kippur in a subsequent year. 


The Gemara concludes that although it is prohibited to derive benefit from the ash 
removed from the internal altar and the Candelabrum, one is not liable for misuse. 
The commentaries disagree as to whether or not these ashes are subject to the pro- 
hibition of misuse after they have been placed next to the altar. 


If one derives benefit from consecrated items that are suitable for the altar but not 
for Temple maintenance, such as wine, or that are suitable for Temple maintenance 
but not for the altar, such as stones, he is liable for misusing property that has been 
consecrated to the Temple. The same halakha applies even with regard to items that 
are not suitable for either purpose and are consecrated only for their value, such as 
a trash pile filled with manure. These are included in the halakha of misuse by the 
Torah’s amplification: “The sacred items of the Lord” (Leviticus 5:15). 


Consequently, if one consecrates a cistern full of water, a trash pile filled with manure, 
a dovecote filled with pigeons, a tree full of fruit, ora field filled with grass, in all those 
cases one who derives benefit from them and what they contain is liable for misuse. 
But if they were empty or devoid of fruit or grass when he consecrated them and 
they subsequently became filled, their contents are not subject to the prohibition 
of misuse. 


Some maintain that if one consecrates a tree or field, that which grows in them 
is subject to the prohibition of misuse. This applies only to sanctity for Temple 
maintenance and sanctity that inheres in its value, but not in the case of inherent 
sanctity, i.e., an item consecrated for the altar. The halakha that the growth of items 
consecrated for the altar is subject to the prohibition of misuse applies only to growth 
that is suitable for the altar. 


If there is a bird’s nest atop a consecrated tree, one may not climb the tree to reach 
the nest. If one violated the prohibition and climbed the tree he would not be liable 
for misuse. If the bird built the nest with branches from the consecrated tree, one 
would be liable for misuse if he derived benefit from the nest, unless those branches 
grew after the tree had been consecrated. One may not derive benefit from the eggs 
and from those chicks that are dependent on their mother and unable to fly. 


Logs that were acquired by the Temple treasurers for the purpose of Temple main- 
tenance are consecrated and subject to the prohibition of misuse of consecrated 
property. One is not liable for misuse of their sawdust or leaves. The Gemara notes 
that this is the halakha only if the logs are purchased for use on that same day. If they 
were to be used over time they would not be consecrated immediately. Instead, they 
would be purchased from non-sacred funds or on credit, to avoid the possibility of 
people inadvertently transgressing by deriving benefit from them. 
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If anyone commits a misuse, and sins through error 
in the sacred items of the Lord, then he shall bring his 
guilt offering to the Lord, a ram without blemish out 
of the flock, according to your valuation in silver by 
shekels, after the shekel of the Sanctuary, for a guilt 
offering. And he shall make restitution for that which 
he has sinned in the sacred item, and shall add one- 
fifth to it, and give it to the priest; and the priest shall 
make atonement for him with the ram of the guilt 
offering, and he shall be forgiven. 


(Leviticus 5:15-16) 


These verses teach that the halakhot of misuse of consecrated property apply to all 
sacred items that are in the category of: “The sacred items of the Lord.” This chapter 
deals with the halakha of one who misuses several consecrated items, each of which 
is worth less than one peruta, but which are worth more than that amount in total. 
This discussion leads to numerous similar cases, e.g., if one misused items consecrated 
for the altar and items consecrated for Temple maintenance, each worth less than 
one peruta, do they join together to render him liable? 


Since the chapter deals with various consecrated items joining together to render 
one liable for misuse, it also discusses other combinations with regard to liability. For 
example, do different offerings join together to render one liable for piggul, notar, or 
ritual impurity? Similarly, do other forbidden foods join with teruma to render one 
who eats them liable? 


This chapter also addresses other topics related to the misuse of consecrated property 
that had not yet been clarified in previous chapters of the tractate. For example, is 
one liable by Torah law for misuse of offerings consecrated to the altar from which 
the priests eat a portion? Likewise, is one liable for misuse of animals consecrated 
for Temple maintenance that died? 


Another related topic examined in the chapter is whether ritually impure items join 
together to constitute an amount for which one is liable, in terms of either rendering 
other items impure or rendering one who eats them liable to receive lashes. In turn, 
this leads to other questions, such as: Does the prohibition against eating a limb from 
a living animal apply to a non-kosher animal? What is the minimum measure of a 
creeping animal or a carcass that one must eat to be liable? 


In addition, the chapter analyzes the combinations of various foods with regard to 
rendering one who eats them unfit, establishing a joining of Shabbat boundaries 
with them, defining their status for the ritual impurity of food, and consuming them 
on Yom Kippur. 
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MI S H N All items consecrated to be sacrificed on the 

altar join together to constitute the measure 
with regard to liability for misuse of consecrated property, which is 
deriving benefit equivalent to one peruta. And they join together to 
constitute an olive-bulk, which is the measure that renders one 
liable due to violation of the prohibitions of piggul, or notar," or 
partaking of the item while ritually impure. All items consecrated 
for Temple maintenance join together to constitute the measure 
with regard to liability for misuse. Both items consecrated to be 
sacrificed on the altar and items consecrated for Temple mainte- 
nance join together" to constitute the measure with regard to 
liability for misuse." 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: Now that one says that 

the mishna teaches in the latter clause: 
Both items consecrated to be sacrificed on the altar and items 
consecrated for Temple maintenance join together, which is a 
case where this one, i.e., items consecrated for the altar, have inher- 
ent sanctity and that one, i.e., items consecrated for Temple main- 
tenance, have sanctity that inheres in its value, and even so the 
mishna teaches that they join together for misuse, if so, is it neces- 
sary for the mishna to teach in the first clause that items conse- 
crated to be sacrificed on the altar join together with other items 
consecrated to be sacrificed on the altar? 


The Gemara answers: It is necessary for the tanna to teach the first 
clause, because he teaches with regard to that case: They join 
together to render one liable due to violation of the prohibitions 
of piggul, or notar, or of partaking of the item while ritually impure. 
With regard to these matters, only items consecrated to be sacrificed 
on the altar join together, not items consecrated for Temple main- 
tenance, as these halakhot do not apply to items consecrated for 
Temple maintenance. The concepts of piggul, notar, and ritual 
impurity are relevant only to items consecrated to be sacrificed on 
the altar. It is due to that reason that the tanna divides the first 
clause from the latter clause. 


§ The mishna teaches that items consecrated for Temple mainte- 
nance are subject to the halakhot of misuse. Rabbi Yannai said: It 
is clear that one is liable for misuse by Torah law only for items 
consecrated for Temple maintenance and a burnt offering alone. 
What is the reason? The reason is that the verse states: “If anyone 
commit a misuse, and sin through error, in the sacred items of 
the Lord, then he shall bring his guilt offering to the Lord, a ram 
without blemish out of the flock, according to your valuation in 


silver by shekels, after the shekel of the Sanctuary, for a guilt offering” 


(Leviticus 5:15). 


HALAKHA 


Liability due to violation of the prohibitions of piggul or 
notar — 3nin Diva own why son: Piggul and notar combine 
with each other to constitute an olive-bulk, which is the mini- 
mum measure for liability (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:11). 


Both items consecrated to be sacrificed on the altar and items 
consecrated for Temple maintenance join together, etc. — NX 
AD pOIe¥ AT PTs WIP INNS) Nat wap: Items consecrated 
for sacrifice on the altar join together with items consecrated 
for Temple maintenance to amount to the measure of liability 
for misuse. If one derives benefit of the value of one peruta from 
both of them combined, he is liable for violating the prohibition 


of misuse of consecrated property (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Meila 5:2). 


The halakha of misuse with regard to items consecrated to be 
sacrificed on the altar - nam wpa ayn pt: Those parts of 
offerings which are permitted to be eaten, e.g., the meat of a sin 
offering or a guilt offering after the blood has been sprinkled, or 
the two loaves after the blood of the two sheep has been sprinkled, 
are not subject to the halakhot of misuse, even if they were eaten 
by anon-priest. The reason the halakhot of misuse no longer apply 
is that it is permitted for some people to derive benefit from them. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yannai and 
the mishna on ga (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Mela 1:2). 
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Rabbi Yannai explains that it is derived from this verse that only 
those consecrated items that are uniquely for the Lord are subject 
to the halakhot of misuse; but with regard to items consecrated to 
be sacrificed on the altar, e.g., guilt offerings or sin offerings, as they 
have a portion that belongs to the priests and other items such as 
peace offerings also have a portion that belongs to the owners, they 
are not uniquely for the Lord, and therefore the halakhot of misuse 
do not apply. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the statement of Rabbi 
Yannai. We learned in the mishna: All items consecrated to be 
sacrificed on the altar join together to constitute the measure with 
regard to liability for misuse, which is deriving benefit worth one 
peruta. Evidently, one is liable for misusing all items consecrated to 
be sacrificed on the altar, not merely burnt offerings. The Gemara 
answers that the mishna is referring to a prohibition that applies by 
rabbinic law. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty with the statement of Rabbi 
Yannai, from another mishna (2a): In the case of offerings of the 
most sacred order that were disqualified before their blood was 
sprinkled on the altar, e.g., if one slaughtered them in the south of 
the Temple courtyard, rather than in the north as required, one 
is liable for misusing them. Offerings of the most sacred order 
include sin offerings and guilt offerings, not merely burnt offerings. 
Once again, the Gemara answers that the mishna is referring to a 
prohibition by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara raises yet another difficulty with regard to the statement 
of Rabbi Yannai. We learned in a mishna (18a): One who derives 
benefit from a blemished sin offering while it is alive has not vio- 
lated the prohibition of misuse until he causes one peruta worth of 
depletion ofits value. Since the blemished animal will be redeemed, 
one lessens its value by removing wool from it. But when it is dead 
it will not be redeemed, which means that it cannot be devalued, and 
therefore once he derives one peruta worth of benefit from a dead 
sin offering he is liable for misuse. The Gemara again answers that 
the mishna is referring to a prohibition by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara asks: And by Torah lawis there no liability for misuse 
of items consecrated for sacrifice on the altar? But isn’t it taught in 
a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The verse states at the 
conclusion of the passage discussing the sacrifice of a peace offering: 


“And the priest shall make them smoke upon the altar, it is the food 


of the offering made by fire, for a pleasing aroma; all the fat is the 
Lord’s” (Leviticus 3:16). The term “all” serves to include the por- 
tions of offerings of lesser sanctity as subject to the halakhot of 
misuse. This is a source from the Torah for the halakha that one is 
liable for misuse of items consecrated for sacrifice on the altar. 


The Gemara again answers that the mishna is referring to a prohibi- 
tion by rabbinic law. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But the tanna 
cites a verse as the source for this halakha, which indicates that it 
applies by Torah law. The Gemara answers: The verse is a mere 
support,” but it is not the actual source for the halakha. 


BACKGROUND 


Mere support — xnbya XADIDK: Sometimes the Sages in the Torah, and the verses instead serve as a kind of mnemonic. Rather, 
Talmud explicitly state that a verse cited as the basis for a halakha they are generally rabbinic decrees or ordinances. With regard to 
is merely an allusion to the halakha rather than an actual source such cases the Talmud will state: This applies by rabbinic law, and 
for it. In those cases, the verse is described as a support for the the verse is a mere support. 

halakha. Halakhot of this kind are not actually derived from the 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But didn’t Ulla say that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: Sacrificial animals that died without being sacrificed 
are excluded from the potential of misuse by Torah law? The 
Gemara clarifies the objection: To what is Rabbi Yohanan referring? 
If we say that he is referring to items consecrated for Temple main- 
tenance, then even when they are dead they are also subject to the 
halakhot of misuse, as even if you say that this can be considered 
only like a case where one consecrated a garbage heap to the 
Temple maintenance, isn’t that also subject to the halakhot of 
misuse of consecrated property? 


Rather, Rabbi Yohanan must be referring to dead animals that had 
been consecrated for sacrifice on the altar, and he is teaching that 
once they die they are no longer subject to the halakhot of misuse 
by Torah law. This indicates that while they are alive they are subject 
to the halakhot of misuse by Torah law. The Gemara states the dif- 
ficulty: According to Rabbi Yannai, are animals consecrated for 
sacrifice on the altar subject to the halakhot of misuse by Torah law? 


Rather, the Gemara rejects the previous version of Rabbi Yannai’s 
opinion, and states that in fact he maintains that animals conse- 
crated for sacrifice on the altar are subject to the halakhot of misuse 
by Torah law. As the school of Rabbi Yannai says as follows: From 
this verse: “If anyone commit a misuse, and sin through error, in 
the sacred items of the Lord” (Leviticus 5:15), we learn that items 
consecrated for Temple maintenance are subject to the halakhot 
of misuse. But we do not learn from this verse that animals conse- 
crated for the altar are subject to the halakhot of misuse. Instead, 
that halakha is derived from the verse: “And ifa man eat of the sacred 
items through error” (Leviticus 22:14), which is referring to all 
sacred items, or from the verse (Leviticus 3:16): “All the fat is 
the Lord’s.” 


MI S HN A Five items in the burnt offering and the 


accompanying meal offering and libation 
join together" to constitute the one peruta measure with regard to 
liability for misuse, and the olive-bulk measure with regard to liabil- 
ity for piggul, notar, and partaking of sacrificial foods while ritually 
impure. They are: The flesh; the fat of the burnt offering that is 
sacrificed on the altar; the fine flour of the accompanying meal 
offering; the wine of the accompanying libation; and the oil of the 
accompanying meal offering. And there are six items in the thanks 
offering" that join together: The flesh, the fat, the fine flour, the 
wine, the oil, and the loaves accompanying the thanks offering. 


G E M ARA™ mishna teaches that five items in the 


burnt offering [bala] join together. Rav 
Huna taught Rava the mishna as follows: Five items in the world 
[ba’olam] join together. Rava said to Rav Huna: Did you say: In 
the world, i.e., that there are only five items in the world of offerings 
that join together? But isn’t it taught in the mishna with regard to 
a thanks offering that there are six items in the thanks offering 
that join together: The flesh, the fat, the fine flour, the wine, the 
oil, and the loaves accompanying the thanks offering? Rav Huna 
said to Rava: One should teach in the mishna: Five items in the 
burnt offering [ba’ola] join together, not: Five items in the world. 


HALAKHA 
Five items in the burnt offering join together, etc. — 
napawa Miya pa AWN: Five items in the burnt 
offering join together to form the minimum olive- 
bulk for liability: Its fat, its flesh, and the fine flour, oil, 
and wine which accompany it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 11:2). 


And there are six items in the thanks offering, etc. - 
"D1 ATM Mwwr: Six items in the thanks offering join 

together to form the minimum olive-bulk for liability: 

Its fat, its flesh, and the fine flour and oil, as well as the 

wine and bread which accompany it (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 11:4). 


ATI PI:MEILA: PEREK IV:15B 345 


346 


ME ILA: PEREK IV ` 15B: 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


20911 PWD 


Dax NDIY PIANT KIY KIN 
sons yna byah mab} poreyn 
aap) nin bays own phy 


x) - ombwa px - biya ang 
Sor abiy yin piyay wabwa 
porn xY- ondw porpyn - 17 
ani) bie own by am Kby 

anna x way DID DD) 


ALDY my persn DAWIT bp BAM 
troy it mary nna do) 


PIWI- poner Tdiy” rene KYN 
POT phy a mish: moy mt 


“DIN” -DTI MN Pay? POPYT PDI 
AD) 


KANT YPI 137 2A ANP ND 
minaw ona bp: ADIK DOA 9D) 
= abn NAD Wa OD ID Aww 
DYVSMND) WA NYI OFT NY PII 

DIT AY py ivy - adn 


§ The mishna teaches that the flesh and the fat join together. The 
Gemara notes that we already learned this, as the Sages taught 
explicitly in a baraita ( Tosefta 1:28): The meat of burnt offerings and 
their sacrificial portions join together to constitute the amount of 
an olive-bulk" that renders one liable for sacrificing them outside 
the courtyard, and to render one liable for eating them due to piggul, 
notar, and partaking of them while ritually impure. 


The Gemara notes that the baraita teaches that with regard to a 
burnt offering, yes, this halakha applies, whereas with regard to a 
peace offering, it does not apply. The Gemara raises a difficulty: 
Granted, with regard to sacrificing them outside the courtyard, it 
stands to reason that in the case ofa burnt offering, which is entirely 
consumed upon the altar, everything joins together, whereas with 
regard to peace offerings, whose meat is not burned on the altar, the 
meat and sacrificial portions do not join together. But with regard 
to rendering one liable for piggul, and notar, and partaking of them 
while ritually impure, in the case of a peace offering as well, why is 
he not rendered liable? 


The Gemara elaborates: But didn’t we learn in the mishna below: 
All the pieces of sacrificial meat that are piggul join together with 
one another to constitute the olive-bulk measure for liability, and 
all pieces of sacrificial meat that are notar join together with one 
another to constitute the olive-bulk measure for liability? The 
mishna indicates that this is the halakha with regard to all types 
of offerings. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, say that the baraita should read as 
follows: The meat of a burnt offering and its sacrificial portions 
join together to constitute an olive-bulk in order to permit one to 
sprinkle the blood for them. If the meat of the burnt offering was 
lost after it was slaughtered and only an olive-bulk of the meat and 
sacrificial portions remain, they combine to permit the sprinkling of 
the blood. 


The Gemara further explains: And since they join together to con- 
stitute an olive-bulk with regard to sprinkling the blood, once that 
blood has been sprinkled they join together to constitute the mini- 
mum amount of an olive-bulk to render one liable for eating them 
due to piggul, notar, and partaking of them while ritually impure. By 
contrast, in the case of a peace offering, the meat and the sacrificial 
portions do not join together for sprinkling, and as the sprinkling is 
not valid, they do not subsequently join together to constitute an 
olive-bulk to render one liable for eating them due to piggul, notar, 
and partaking of them while ritually impure. 


The Gemara adds: And who is the tanna who teaches this baraita? 
Itis Rabbi Yehoshua, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehoshua 
says: With regard to all the offerings in the Torah from which there 
remains an olive-bulk of meat" that is fit to be eaten, or an olive- 
bulk of fat that is fit to be sacrificed on the altar, one sprinkles the 
blood. If all that remains is half an olive-bulk of meat and half an 
olive-bulk of fat, one may not sprinkle the blood. Since the meat 
and fat serve different functions, as the fat is burned on the altar while 
the meat is eaten by the priests, they do not combine to form the 
minimum amount that must remain in order to sprinkle the blood. 


HALAKHA 


The meat of burnt offerings and their sacrificial portions join 
together to constitute an olive-bulk, etc. — O17) mibiy 
^a ma pawn: The meat of a burnt offering and its sacrificial 
portions join together to form an olive-bulk with regard to the 
halakha that one who sacrifices them outside the Temple is liable 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 19:10). 


With regard to all the offerings in the Torah from which there 
remains an olive-bulk of meat, etc. - Away minaw eiar ai 
"31 Wa MD m: If parts of a sacrificial animal are lost or burned 
after ‘Slaughtering and collecting its blood, the blood may be 
sprinkled provided that there is at least one olive-bulk of the flesh 
or the sacrificial portions remaining. If not, then even if there is 
half an olive-bulk left of each, one may not sprinkle the blood, 
as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:30). 
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But with regard to a burnt offering, even if all that was left was half 
an olive-bulk" of meat and half an olive-bulk of fat, one sprinkles 
the blood, because it is all consumed upon the altar. Since both the 
meat and the fat are sacrificed on the altar, they combine. And in 
the case of a meal offering, even if all of it remains, one may not 


sprinkle the blood. 


With regard to the last statement, the Gemara asks: What is the 
relevance of a meal offering to this baraita? A meal offering does 
not require blood to be sprinkled on the altar. Rav Pappa said: The 
meal offering under discussion is the meal offering brought with the 
libations that accompany animal offerings. The baraita is teaching 
thatifnone ofthe meat of the animal remains, even if all of the accom- 
panying meal offering is intact, the blood of the animal may not 
be sprinkled. 


MI S H N A Teruma, and teruma of the tithe," and teruma 

of the tithe of doubtfully tithed produce 
[demai]," and halla, and first fruits all join together with one 
another to constitute the requisite measure to prohibit a mixture 
with non-sacred produce, and to form the requisite measure of an 
olive-bulk that serves to render one obligated for their consumption 
in payment of an additional one-fifth over and above the principal. 
All the pieces of sacrificial meat that are piggul join together" with 
one another to constitute the olive-bulk measure for liability, and all 
sacrificial meat that is notar joins together" with one another to 


constitute the olive-bulk measure for liability. 
The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 


GEMA all of the foods listed in the mishna join 


together? The Gemara answers: The reason is that all of them are 
called teruma in the Torah. The Gemara elaborates: With regard to 
halla it is written: “Of the first of your dough you shall set apart 
halla for a teruma; like teruma of the threshing floor, so shall you set 
it apart” (Numbers 15:20). 


With regard to first fruits, they are also called teruma, as itis taught 
in a baraita that discusses foods that may not be eaten outside Jeru- 
salem: The verse states: “You cannot eat within your gates the tithe 
of your grain or of your wine or of your oil or the firstlings of your 
herd or of your flock, or any of your vows that you vow, or your 
freewill offerings, or the offering of your hand” (Deuteronomy 12:17). 
“And the offering of your hand”; these are first fruits. But with 
regard to the other items listed in the mishna, i.e., teruma, teruma of 
the tithe, and teruma of the tithe of demai, it is not necessary to 
explain why they join together or to cite a verse, as it is clear that they 
are called teruma. 


MI S HN A All animal carcasses, whose consumption is 


prohibited and which transmit impurity 
through contact with them and through carrying, join together with 
one another to constitute the requisite olive-bulk measure. And all 
repugnant creatures join together" with one another to constitute 
the requisite olive-bulk measure to render one who consumes it liable 
to receive lashes. The eight creeping animals enumerated in the Torah 
join together to constitute the measure of a lentil-bulk, which trans- 
mits impurity through contact, and to render one who consumes it 
liable to receive lashes. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that all animal carcasses, 


whose consumption is prohibited and which 
transmit impurity through contact and through carrying, join 
together to constitute the requisite olive-bulk measure. Rav says: 


Teruma of the tithe of doubtfully tithed produce [demai] - nann 
NIT by awyn: Although technically one should be exempt from 
adding an extra one-fifth for partaking of teruma of the tithe of 
demai, just as he is exempt from the payment when he redeems 


NOTES 


second tithe of demai, nevertheless the Sages were stringent in 
this case. They were concerned that if one did not have to add 
an extra one-fifth he might come to treat this prohibition lightly 
(Rambam). 


e publisher 


HALAKHA 


But with regard to a burnt offering, even if all 
that was left was half an olive-bulk, etc. — aby 
ADYT Tay: If parts of a burnt offering were 
lost or burned after slaughtering and receiving its 
blood, the blood may be sprinkled even if only half 
an olive-bulk of meat and half an olive-bulk of sac- 
rificial portions remain, as all of it is designated to 
be burned on the altar. This halakha is in accordance 
with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesu- 
lei HaMukdashin 1:30). 


Teruma and teruma of the tithe, etc. - mana 
^D Wyn nan: Teruma; teruma of the “tithe, 
whether of certainly untithed produce or of demai; 
and halla and first fruits all join together to form an 
olive-bulk with regard to liability to receive death 
at the hand of Heaven or to pay the extra one-fifth 
if one eats them. By contrast, in the case of demai 
there is no death penalty, as it applies by rabbinic 
law (Kesef Mishne). The reason for this halakha is 
that they are all called teruma in the Torah (Rambam 
Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:4, 15:20-21 and Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 15:13). 


All the pieces of sacrificial meat that are piggul 
join together, etc. — ^3) pteyn Dywan bp: All 
meat that is piggul joins together to amount to 
the minimum measure of an olive-bulk, so that 
one who eats it is liable to receive karet if he acted 
intentionally, and to bring a sin offering if he acted 
unwittingly (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:11). 


All sacrificial meat that is notar joins together, 
etc. = ^D pawa puna bs: All notar meat joins 
together to form an olive- bulk to render one who 
eats itis liable (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:11). 


All repugnant creatures join together, etc. - bs 
nD) pales Dspwa: All creeping animals join 
together to form the amount of a lentil-bulk to 
render a person or vessels ritually impure by con- 
tact, and an earthenware vessel impure through its 
airspace (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 4:2). 
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NOTES 


And Levi says, even with regard to the prohibition of 
eating - mrad ton ny yhy: The early authorities dis- 
agree with regard tothe opinion of Levi. Some say that he 
maintains that a prohibition takes effect where another 
prohibition already exists, and therefore the prohibition 
of an animal carcass takes effect despite the fact that the 
meat is also prohibited because it is from a non-kosher ani- 
mal. Consequently, half an olive-bulk of a carcass and half 
an olive-bulk of a non-kosher animal join together, as they 
are both included in the prohibition of a carcass (Rashi). 
Others claim that although in general Levi maintains that a 
prohibition does not take effect where another prohibition 
already exists, he contends that the prohibition against 
eating an animal carcass is an exception to this principle. 
The reason is that the Torah states: “And the fat of a carcass, 
and the fat of a tereifa, may be used for any other service; 
but you may not eat of it” (Leviticus 7:24). The Sages derive 
from here that the prohibition against eating an animal 
carcass takes effect even though the prohibition of forbid- 
den fat applies. Accordingly, the prohibition against eating 
an animal carcass likewise takes effect despite the fact that 
the prohibition against eating a non-kosher animal already 
exists (Tosafot). 


There are those who say that Rav Asi disagrees with 
Rav- 177 Kya NTN: With regard to the reason for 
this opinion, that even for the purposes of ritual impurity 
a carcass of a non-kosher animal does not join together 
with the carcass of a kosher animal, some commentaries 
explain that as the two do not join together with regard to 
the prohibition of eating, they also do not join together for 
ritual impurity (Tosafot). The later commentaries add that 
the reason the two do not join together is because they 
are written in two separate verses with regard to ritual 
impurity (Keren Ora; Sefat Emet). 


If both of them are dead they do join together but this 
poses a difficulty to Rav Asi - po bya omt non xI 
DN ab wp: The early authorities disagree concerning 
the meaning of the baraita and the inference derived from 
it. Some explain that the baraita is referring to joining 
together with regard to the prohibition of eating, but not 
with regard to ritual impurity, as flesh from a living animal 
is not subject to the ritual impurity of a carcass (Tosafot). 
The baraita states that half an olive-bulk of a dead animal 
and half an olive-bulk of a live animal do not join together 
with regard to eating, which indicates that if they are both 
dead they do join together, despite the fact that one of 
them is kosher while the other is non-kosher. This poses a 
difficulty for Rav Asi, who maintains, like Rav, that they do 
not join together with regard to the prohibition of eating. 

Others claim that the baraita can be explained as refer- 
ring to joining together with regard to the ritual impurity 
of a carcass, and it is inferred from the baraita that a dead 
kosher and a dead non-kosher animal join together for 
the purposes of ritual impurity. This poses a difficulty with 
the opinion of Rav Asi according to those who hold that 
he disagrees with Rav and maintains that the two do not 
combine even with regard to ritual impurity. By contrast, 
it is not difficult for Rav, as although he maintains that 
they do not join together with regard to eating, he rules 
that they do join together with regard to ritual purity, and 
therefore he can explain the baraita as referring to that 
matter (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
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The mishna taught that all carcasses join together, which indicates 
that carcasses of non-kosher animals join together with carcasses of 
kosher animals, only with regard to ritual impurity." But with 
regard to the prohibition of eating animal carcasses, kosher animal 
carcasses are distinct, i.e., they join together only with other kosher 
animals, and non-kosher animal carcasses are likewise distinct. 
And Levi says: Even with regard to the prohibition of eating” 
animal carcasses, kosher and non-kosher carcasses join together. 


And Rav Asi says: Kosher animal carcasses are distinct, and non- 
kosher animal carcasses are distinct. Since Rav Asi did not specify 
whether he is referring only to eating or also to ritual impurity, there 
are those who say that Rav Asi disagrees with the opinion of Rav," 
i.e. he interprets the mishna as referring to all carcasses of a similar 
kind, that is, from kosher animals on the one hand, and from non- 
kosher animals on the other hand. And there are those who say that 
Rav Asi does not disagree with the opinion of Rav, and concedes 
that kosher and non-kosher animal carcasses join together with 
regard to ritual impurity. 


The Gemara raises an objection against the first explanation of the 
opinion of Rav Asi from a baraita: With regard to half an olive-bulk 
from the carcass ofa dead cow and half an olive-bulk from the flesh 
ofa live camel, they do not join together with one another. It can 
be inferred from here that if both of them are dead, they do join 
together. Rav can explain this baraita as referring to ritual impurity, 
but this poses a difficulty to Rav Asi." 


The Gemara answers: One should say that the correct inference 
from the baraita is not that if both of them, the cow and the camel, 
are dead, then they join together. Rather, one should infer that if 
both of them are alive, they join together. And who is the tanna 
of the baraita? It is Rabbi Yehuda, who said: The prohibition of 
eating a limb from a living animal" applies even to the limb of a 
non-kosher animal. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with this answer. But in that case, 
what is the halakha if both of them, the cow and the camel, are 
dead? Do they not join together? If so, why does the tanna run 
specifically to an extreme case and teach: Half an olive-bulk from 
the carcass of a dead cow and half an olive-bulk from the flesh ofa 
live camel? After all, even if both of them are dead, they do not 
join together. 


HALAKHA 


Carcasses joining together with regard to ritual impurity - a non-kosher bird or fish, they do not join together, as they are 


mao paw nia avy: All carcasses join together to form an 
olive-bulk with regard to ritual impurity, whether they are from 
a kosher or a non-kosher species (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 


Shear Avot HaTumot 1:3). 


each covered by a separate prohibition in the Torah. Never- 
theless, the meat of all non-kosher birds combines to form an 
olive-bulk. The principle is that any meat which is included in 
a single prohibition joins together, whereas types of meat that 
are included in two different prohibitions do not join together. 


Joining together with regard to the prohibition of eating - 
Ty% TDK pwd ayy: All animal carcasses join together with 

regard to liability for their consumption. For example, if one 

took a piece of the carcass of a bull and a piece of the carcass of 
a deer and a piece of the carcass of a bird and combined them 

all into an olive-bulk of meat and ate it, he is liable to receive 

lashes. Similarly, if one took half an olive-bulk from the carcass 

of a kosher animal and half an olive-bulk from a tereifa, or half an 

olive-bulk from the carcass of a kosher animal and half an olive- 
bulk of meat from a live kosher animal and ate it, he is liable to 

receive lashes. Likewise, if he collected meat from the carcass of 
a camel, a pig, anda rabbit and combined them into the amount 
of an olive-bulk and ate it, he is liable to receive lashes. 

By contrast, if he took half an olive-bulk of meat from the 
carcass of a bull and half an olive-bulk of meat from a live 
camel, they do not join together. If he took half an olive-bulk 
of meat from a non-kosher animal and half an olive-bulk from 


The exception is that meat from a carcass does join together 
with meat from a tereifa, as a tereifa can eventually become a 
carcass. This halakha is in accordance with the opinions of Rav 
and Rav Asi, as ruled by the Rambam. According to the Ra'avad, 
all carcasses join together, regardless of whether they are from 
a kosher or a non-kosher animal. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Levi, as the baraita supports his opinion (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:17, and see Maggid 
Mishne and Migdal Oz there). 


The halakha of a limb from a living animal — m7 ja 32% p7: 
The prohibition against eating a limb from a living animal applies 
to kosher species of domesticated and undomesticated animals 
and to birds. It does not apply to non-kosher animals. This hala- 
kha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:1). 
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And furthermore, it is taught in a baraita: Half an olive-bulk from 
the flesh of a cow when it is alive and half an olive-bulk from the 
carcass of a camel when it is dead do not join together; but half 
an olive-bulk from a cow and half an olive-bulk from a camel, 
whether alive or dead, do join together. The first clause in the 
baraita is difficult as it is apparently contradicted by the latter 
clause. Rather, isn’t it correct to conclude from the baraita that if 
there is half an olive-bulk from each of the two of them when they 
are dead, they join together? 


The Gemara answers: Rav Asi could have said to you that this tanna 
holds that a prohibition takes effect even where another prohibi- 
tion already exists." He maintains that the prohibition of eating an 
animal carcass takes effect even with regard to the flesh of a non- 
kosher animal, which is already prohibited, and for this reason the 
two half olive-bulks join together, as the same prohibition against 
eating an animal carcass applies to both. By contrast, Rav Asi himself 
maintains that a prohibition does not take effect where another 
prohibition already exists, and therefore this baraita does not pose 
a difficulty to his opinion that the two do not combine. 


§ Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: With regard to eating creeping 
animals, one is flogged for eating an olive-bulk of them." What is 
the reason? It is because the term “eating” is written in the Torah 
with regard to them. The verse states: “And every creeping thing 
that swarms upon the earth is a detestable thing; it shall not be 
eaten” (Leviticus 11:41). The term “eating” is invariably referring to 
consuming an olive-bulk. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty. But didn’t Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi 
Hanina teach the following baraita before Rabbi Yohanan: The 
verse states: “You shall separate between the kosher animal and 
the non-kosher, and between the non-kosher bird and the kosher; 
and you shall not make your souls detestable by animal, or by 
bird, or by anything that swarms on the ground, which I have set 
apart for you as impure” (Leviticus 20:25). The verse opens with 
eating" creeping animals, in the phrase “You shall not make your 
souls detestable,’ and it ends with the ritual impurity of creeping 
animals: “Which I have set apart for you as impure.” 


The baraita explains: This teaches that just as the carcass of a creep- 
ing animal imparts ritual impurity through contact when it is the 
volume of a lentil-bulk, so too, one is liable for the prohibition of 
eating a creeping animal when it is the volume of a lentil-bulk." 
And Rabbi Yohanan praised [vekilseih]' Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi 
Hanina for citing this baraita. And this poses a difficulty to the 
opinion of Rav, who maintains that one is flogged only if he eats an 
olive-bulk of creeping animals. 


The verse opens with eating - mows 3737 ns: Although the 
word eating does not appear explicitly in the verse, nevertheless it is 
clear that the prohibition: “You shall not make your souls detestable,’ 
is referring to eating. The reason is that one can affect his soul by 


NOTES 


ingesting food, but not by becoming ritually impure (Rashi; Tosafot). 
This is because the soul dwells within the body and the food enters 
the body. If the food is non-kosher it renders both the body and soul 
impure (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 


A prohibition takes effect where another 
prohibition already exists - 10x% by bn IDN: 
A prohibition takes effect where another prohibi- 
tion already exists only if both prohibitions go into 
effect simultaneously, or if the second prohibition 
is an expanded prohibition that incorporates addi- 
tional people into the list of those prohibited to the 
original item, or if it is a more inclusive prohibition 
in that it adds additional aspects to the prohibition 
for the same individual (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 4:1). 


HALAKHA 


With regard to eating creeping animals one is 
flogged for an olive-bulk of them - yw nox 
m3 vy mpi: One who eats an amount equal 
to an olive-bulk of a creeping animal is flogged, 
whether it is a flying creeping animal, e.g., a fly, 
mosquito, wasp, or bee, or a crawling animal such 
as a scorpion, snake, beetle, or millipede. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yehuda, cit- 
ing Rav (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 2:5-6). 


The measure of a creeping animal with regard 
to ritual impurity and eating - paw yw ww 

TPX pada maw: If one eats a lentil-bulk of the 
flesh from one of the eight creeping animals listed 
in the Torah, he is liable to receive lashes. If one 
touches a lentil-bulk of them when they are dead 
he becomes ritually impure. But if one cut a limb 
from one of these creeping animals while it was 
alive he is not flogged due to violating the prohi- 
bition against eating a limb from a living animal, 
unless it amounts to an olive-bulk (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:7-8, and see 
Maggid Mishne and Lehem Mishne there). 


LANGUAGE 
Praised him [kilseih] - mpbp: From the Greek 
xáàoç, kalos, meaning good or beautiful. The root 
was adopted in rabbinic Hebrew and was used to 
mean to praise or extol. 
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NOTES 


This is not difficult - x»wp xb: Some commentaries main- 
tain that this answer is stated by Rav Yosef, and their text of 
the Gemara reflects this claim (see Shita Mekubbetzet). Proof 
for this is that later the Gemara states, as a challenge to this 
answer: Abaye said to him, without clarifying to whom 
Abaye is speaking. Since it is Rav Yosef who answers Abaye's 
question, it would make sense that Abaye was speaking 
to Rav Yosef. 

According to other versions of the text, Rav Yosef was not 
answering Abaye, as the text simply reads: He said (Tosafot). 
Yet another version of the text reads: Rav could have said to 
you: This deductive inference is yours. In other words, Rav 
could have defended his opinion against Abaye's difficulty 
by arguing in this manner (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


PERSONALITIES 


Abaye - 2%: Abaye was a fourth-generation Babylonian 
amora and one of the preeminent Sages of the Talmud. He 
lost both of his parents at an early age and was raised in the 
house of his uncle, Rabba. Although Rabba was a priest and 
the head of the yeshiva, he lived in poverty, as did Abaye. 
He was the primary student of his uncle and of Rav Yosef. 
After Rav Yosef’s death, Abaye succeeded him as the head 
of the yeshiva in Pumbedita. In addition to his prominence 
as a Torah scholar, he was known for his righteousness and 
his acts of kindness. 

His disagreements and halakhic exchanges with his 
uncle and, even more so, with Rav Yosef, can be found 
throughout the Talmud, but it is his disputes with his col- 
league Rava which are especially significant. Known as the 
discussions of Abaye and Rava, they are examples of pro- 
found and edifying disputes and are foundational discus- 
sions of the Babylonian Talmud. Save for a few exceptions, 
in most of these cases, the halakha is ruled in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava. 


Rav Yosef — 4p1 31: Rav Yosef bar Hiyya was one of the 
most prominent third-generation Babylonian amora’im. 
He was characterized as: Sinai, while his colleague, Rabba, 
was called: One who uproots mountains. Sinai refers to one 
who received the Torah itself, i.e., a Sage who is exceed- 
ingly knowledgeable in matters of the halakha and whose 
opinions are based on the most authoritative sources. Due 
to this knowledge, Rav Yosef was recommended as the 
replacement for Rav Yehuda as the head of the yeshiva 
in Pumbedita. Nevertheless, he deferred to Rabba, and 
assumed the position only after Rabba’s death. He served 
in that position for two years until his own passing in the 
year 323 CE. 
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The Gemara answers: This is not difficult.’ Here, the baraita is 
referring to eating creeping animals when they are dead, at which 
stage they impart ritual impurity and one is liable for eating a lentil- 
bulk. By contrast, there, Rav is speaking about eating creeping ani- 
mals when they are alive, which do not yet impart ritual impurity. 
For this reason one is flogged only if he eats an olive-bulk. 


Abaye’ said to Rav Yosef: But in his statement Rav was referring 
to the mishna, and the mishna teaches: And all the creeping ani- 
mals join together to constitute the requisite olive-bulk measure to 
render one who consumes it liable to receive lashes. This indicates 
that this halakha applies even when they are dead. Is the mishna 
not referring to a case where there is a bit of this live creeping 
animal and a bit of that carcass of a creeping animal, which together 
combine to amount to an olive-bulk? Rav Yosef? said to Abaye: This 
deductive inference, that Rav is referring to the mishna, is yours. 
But in fact Rav was merely saying a halakha unconnected to the 
mishna. Therefore, there is no proof that Rav was speaking about the 
carcasses of creeping animals. 


The Gemara stated: And Rabbi Yohanan praised Rabbi Yosei bar 
Rabbi Hanina for citing the baraita that rules that one is liable for 
violating the prohibition of eating a creeping animal by the amount 
of a lentil-bulk. The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna 
(Oholot 1:7): The whole limbs of impure bodies have no minimum 
measure" with regard to imparting ritual impurity. Even if the limbs 
were less than an olive-bulk of a carcass or less than a lentil-bulk 
of a creeping animal, they impart ritual impurity. And Rabbi 
Yohanan says: This mishna is referring to the halakhot of ritual 
impurity; but with regard to the minimum measure which renders 
one liable for consumption, one is flogged for eating them only if 
they amount to an olive-bulk. 


Rava says in resolution of the apparent contradiction between Rabbi 
Yohanan’s statements: When Rabbi Yohanan said that one is flogged 
for eating even a lentil-bulk of a creeping animal, he was referring 
only to those eight creeping animals of which the verse speaks, 
which are separated from all other creeping animals. The Torah 
(Leviticus 11:29-32) lists eight types of creeping animals, and Rabbi 
Yohanan was referring specifically to those eight. He maintains that 
one is flogged for eating a lentil-bulk of such creatures, whereas in 
the case of other creeping animals one is flogged only for eating an 
olive-bulk of them. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said to Rava: If that is so, that there is a differ- 
ence in the measure of liability for consumption between various 

types of creeping animals, the same should also apply with regard 

to an animal. Since the Torah in Leviticus 20:25 juxtaposes both 

kosher animals and non-kosher animals to creeping animals, one can 

say that an analogous difference should apply here as well: Let the 

halakha distinguish between flesh from the carcass of kosher ani- 
mals, which is separated from other types in that it is permitted in 

consumption by the Torah, and flesh from the carcass of a non- 
kosher animal, which is not separated, i.e., which is not permitted 

by the Torah. Consequently, if the carcass of a kosher animal imparts 

ritual impurity by the amount of an olive-bulk of flesh, the measure 

of flesh from the carcass of a non-kosher animal that imparts ritual 

impurity should be larger, i.e., an egg-bulk. 


HALAKHA 


The whole limbs of impure bodies have no minimum mea- 
sure, etc. — ID) yw ay Px pawg: With regard to ritual impu- 
rity, the limbs of an animal have no minimum measure. Even if 
the limb of a carcass or a creeping animal is merely the size of 
a barley seed, or even less, it renders one ritually impure. This 


is the halakha only if the limb is whole, with its bones, sinews, 
and enough flesh for the limb to heal in a case in which it is 
wounded. If not, he remains ritually pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 2:3, 4:3, and see Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:3). 
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Rava said to Rav Adda bar Ahava: When the Merciful One juxtaposes 
kosher and non-kosher animals to creeping animals, this is referring to 
the prohibition of: “You shall not make your souls detestable” (Leviticus 
20:25), teaching that they are all included in that prohibition. But with 
regard to measures the Torah does not juxtapose those animals to creep- 
ing animals. For this reason there is no difference between the measure 
of impurity of carcasses of kosher animals and non-kosher animals. 


MI S HN A The blood of one of the eight creeping animals 

listed in the Torah and their flesh join together" 
to constitute the lentil-bulk measure to impart impurity. Rabbi Yehoshua 
stated a principle: With regard to any items whose impurity, in terms 
of degree and duration, and measure to impart impurity, are equal, e.g., 
two halves of an olive-bulk from two corpses or two animal carcasses 
or two halves of a lentil-bulk from two creeping animals, they join 
together" to constitute the requisite measure. 


Rabbi Yehoshua continued: By contrast, with regard to items whose 
impurity is equal but their measure is not equal, e.g., a creeping animal 
and an animal carcass, each of which renders one impure until the eve- 
ning, but the measure of a creeping animal is a lentil-bulk, whereas that 
of an animal carcass is an olive-bulk; or items whose measure is equal 
but whose impurity is not equal, e.g., a corpse and an animal carcass, 
with regard to which the measure of each is an olive-bulk, but the dura- 
tion of the impurity imparted by a corpse is one week and the duration 
of the impurity imparted by an animal carcass is until the evening; or 
items that are equal neither in terms of their impurity nor in terms of 
their measure, they do not join together to constitute the requisite 


measure. 
GEMA The mishna teaches that the blood of one 

of the eight creeping animals listed in the Torah 
and the flesh of those animals join together to constitute the lentil-bulk 
measure required to impart impurity. Rav Hanin says that Rav Zeira" 
says: The blood and flesh join together only if the blood is from the same 
animal as the flesh, but not if it is from a different animal. 


And similarly," Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Hanina says, in rejection of Rav 
Zeira’s statement: Itis taught in a baraita: The verse states: “These are the 
impure [hateme’in] to you among all that creep; whoever touches them 
when they are dead, shall be impure until the evening” (Leviticus 11:31). 
This plural form of “hateme’in” teaches that they join together to impart 
ritual impurity. And this applies even to the flesh of a creeping animal 
and the flesh of another creeping animal, or the flesh of a creeping 
animal and the blood of another creeping animal, whether they are from 
one category, i.e., one type of creeping animal, or from two categories 
of creeping animal. 


Rav Yosef says: This is not difficult. Here, the baraita is referring to a 
case where the half-measure of flesh and the half-measure of blood both 
came from an entire animal, and therefore the two half-measures com- 
bine, due to the significance of an entire animal. There, in the statement 
of Rav Zeira, he is speaking ofa case where the half-measure of flesh and 
the half-measure of blood each come from part of an animal. 


HALAKHA 


The blood of one of the eight creeping animals and their flesh 
join together, etc. — 3) pawsa Wa YW oT: The blood of a 
creeping animal is like its flesh, and therefore it combines with 
it to amount to the measure of a lentil-bulk with regard to ritual 
impurity, provided that it is attached to the flesh (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 4:7). 


Any items whose impurity and measure are equal...join 
together, etc. — 131 pawsa pw iny inxmww bs: Any items 
whose degree of ritual impurity and measure are equal, e.g., flesh 


from two corpses, or from two animal carcasses, join together 
with regard to ritual impurity. If their impurity is equal but their 
measure is not, such as the flesh of a corpse and rotted fluid 
rom a corpse, or if their measure is equal but not their impurity, 
e.g. flesh of a corpse with flesh of an animal carcass, they do not 
join together even to impart the lesser impurity between them. 
eedless to say, if they were not equal in either impurity or in 
measure, e.g., flesh of a carcass and flesh of a creeping animal, 
hey do not join together (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Okhalin 4:11). 


NOTES 
The opinion of Rav Zeira - xy» 31 Nw: The early 
authorities disagree as to the Gemara's interpretation 
of the mishna. Some maintain that blood which has 
separated from a creeping animal combines with 
the animal's flesh, as it came from that animal. But 
blood from a creeping animal does not join together 
with the flesh of another creeping animal unless both 
came from whole animals (Rashi). Others contend 
that blood of a creeping animal joins with it only if 
it is still inside the animal, not if it has left the body 
(Tosafot; Rambam). These commentaries explain that 
this is the halakha only if the blood comes from a 
creeping animal which is not whole. If the creeping 
animal is whole, then the blood joins with it even 
if it has already separated from the body (Tosafot; 
see Rambam). Alternatively, the blood of one creep- 
ing animal joins together with the flesh of another 
creeping animal only if one is in contact with both 
the blood and the flesh, whereas if they both come 
from the same animal they join together even if one 
is not touching both of them (Tosafot, citing Rab- 
beinu Nissim). 


And similarly [vekhen] — }31: The text of the Gemara 
here states: And similarly, whic problematic, as 
Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Hanina is objecting to the 
opinion of Rav Zeira. Furthermore, the statement of 
Rav Zeira is entirely missing from this version of the 
Gemara. Apparently, the correct version of the text, 
which is the one accepted by Rashi and Tosafot, is: 
And within it [uvo]. Rashi and Tosafot both explain 
that this is the statement of Rav Zeira, although they 
disagree with regard to the meaning of this phrase. 
Rashi explains that it means specifically within it, 
i.e., the blood of that same creeping animal, but 
not another animal. Tosafot maintain that the term: 
Within it, means blood that is within the creeping 
animal but not blood that has separated from it. 


a 
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LANGUAGE 
Slope [ketafres] - Dv: From the Greek 
Katagepns, ketaferés, meaning sloping or slanted. 


Komei - mï: From the Greek oun, komë, meaning 
hair, or tufts of hair. The exact form of this hairstyle 
is unclear, but apparently the hair was cut evenly 
all around the head without leaving any longer hair 
on the sides. 


Bust of man with Hellenistic haircut 


= PERSONALITIES ~ 

Rabbi Matya ben Harash — wn ja x72 27: Rabbi 

atya ben Harash was a tanna of the third and 
fourth generation, and a student of Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Hyrcanus and Rabbi Elazar ben Azaria, before 
whom he raised various questions. He was very 
wealthy and was an extremely pious and God- 
earing individual. At one stage of his life he went 
o Rome and founded a great academy there, which 
became the Torah center of Rome. Since he lived in 
Rome, not many of his statements were recorded in 
Eretz Yisrael, and only a few of his rulings appear in 
he Mishna and baraitot. When the Sages of Eretz 
Yisrael would come to Rome for their dealings with 
he monarchy they would meet Rabbi Matya ben 
Harash, and he would use this opportunity to ask 
hem questions. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai — »xn¥ 72 jiynw 137: 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai was one of the greatest 
tanna'im of the generation prior to the redaction 
of the Mishna. The preeminent student of Rabbi 
Akiva, Rabbi Shimon considered himself his spiri- 
tual heir. His greatness is manifest in his mastery 
of both halakha and aggada, and his statements 
can be found on all topics in every tractate of the 
Talmud. Although the halakha is not always ruled in 
accordance with Rabbi Shimon’s opinion, especially 
in his disputes with Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Yehuda, 
nevertheless, on several basic matters the halakha 
does follow his opinion. Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai 
had his own, unique method of deriving halakha 
rom the Torah: He factors in the rationale of the 
verse and infers halakhic conclusions from the Torah 
based on the spirit and purpose of the halakha. 
Rabbi Shimon traveled to Rome as an emissary 
of the people, but he harbored profound enmity 
oward the Romans. Since he made no attempt to 
conceal his feelings, he was sentenced to death and 
orced into hiding for many years. He was an ascetic 
and very exacting by nature, and was famous in 
his generation for his righteousness and his per- 
ormance of miracles. There are many anecdotes 
related in the Talmud about miraculous acts that 
he performed. The Sifrei, a collection of halakhic 
derivations on Numbers and Deuteronomy, was 
developed in his study hall. He is also the primary 
character in the foundational work of kabbala, the 
Zohar. His greatest students were Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda, and his son, 
Rabbi Elazar ben Rabbi Shimon, who was also a 
prominent tanna. 
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And from where do you say that there is a distinction between a case 
where the flesh and blood come from an entire animal and a case where 
they come from part of an animal? From that which is taught in a 
baraita: In a case where one quarter-log of blood from a corpse was 
spilled on the floor, and its place was a slope [ketafres],‘" so that the 
blood trickles down, and someone leaned over so that he covered 
part of it, he remains ritually pure. If he covered all of it, he is 
rendered impure. 


The Gemara clarifies the halakha: What does the phrase: Part of it, 
mean in this context? If we say that it is referring to part of the one 
quarter-log of blood, whereas if it is a full quarter-log then he is impure, 
that is difficult: But doesn’t Rabbi Hanina say that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: If there was exactly one quarter-log of blood in a pot that 
one stirred without touching the blood, he remains pure, despite the 
fact that his body must have overshadowed all the blood at the time, and 
would therefore have had the status of a tent over it. The reason is that 
some of the blood must have been absorbed into the spoon with which 
he stirred, and therefore there no longer remains an entire connected 
quarter-log. This shows that the entire quarter-log must be together, as 
one unit, in order to impart impurity. 


Rather, isn’t it correct to conclude from this baraita that there is a 
distinction between a case where the blood came from an entire corpse, 
and where it came from part of a corpse? In other words, if the blood 
came from one body it need not be together as a single unit, whereas if 
it came from more than one body, it must all be joined together, as in 
the case mentioned by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Similarly, with regard to 
the statements of Rav Zeira and the baraita, here the baraita is referring 
to a situation where the half-measure of flesh and the half-measure of 
blood came from an entire animal, and due to the significance of an 
entire animal the two half-measures combine. There, Rav Zeira is refer- 
ring to a case where the half-measure of flesh and the half-measure of 
blood come from part of the animal. The Gemara notes that one should 
indeed conclude from it that this is the correct distinction. 


§ The Gemara relates that Rabbi Matya ben Harash’ asked Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai’ in the city of Rome: From where is it derived with 
regard to the blood of creeping animals that it is impure? Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai said to him: It is derived from the fact that the verse 
states: “And these are they that are impure for you among the creeping 
animals” (Leviticus 11:29). Since a similar phrase already appears in 
Leviticus 11:31, itis derived from here that the blood of creeping animals 
is impure. 


Rabbi Matya ben Harash’s students said to him in amazement: How 
wise is Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai! Rabbi Matya ben Harash said to 
them: This source is not his own, as it is a set tradition in the mouth 
of Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Yosei, and Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai learned 
it from him. Rabbi Matya ben Harash provided the background for this 
claim. As, on one occasion the gentile monarchy issued a decree that 
the Jewish people may not observe Shabbat, and that they may not 
circumcise their sons, and that they must engage in intercourse with 
their wives when they are menstruating. 


Rabbi Reuven ben Isterobeli went and cut his hair in a komei' hair- 
style, which was common only among the gentiles, and he went and 
sat with the gentiles when they were discussing these three decrees. He 
said to them: One who has an enemy, does he want his enemy to 
become poor or to become rich? They said to him: He wants his 
enemy to become poor. Rabbi Reuven ben Isterobeli said to them: If 
so, with regard to the Jewish people as well, isn’t it better that they will 
not perform labor on Shabbat in order that they will become poor? 
The gentiles said: That is a good claim that he said; let us nullify our 
decree. And they indeed nullified it. 


_ HALAKHA | 


DWP AIPA mM: If a quarter-log of blood of a corpse wilde ona 


remains ritually pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Turmat Meth: 13). 
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Again Rabbi Reuven ben Isterobeli spoke to them and said: One 
who has an enemy, does he want his enemy to become weak or to 
become healthy? They said to him: He wants his enemy to become 
weak. Rabbi Reuven ben Isterobeli said to them: If so, with regard 
to the Jewish people as well, isn’t it better that they circumcise their 
sons after eight days and thereby cause them to become weak? The 
gentiles said: That is a good claim that he said, and they nullified 
their decree. 


Once again Rabbi Reuven ben Isterobeli spoke to them and said: 
One who has an enemy, does he want his enemy to multiply or 
to decrease? They said to him: He wants his enemy to decrease. 
Rabbi Reuven ben Isterobeli said to them: If so, with regard to the 
Jewish people as well, isn’t it better that they do not engage in 
intercourse with their wives when they are menstruating? The 
gentiles said: That is a good claim that he said, and they nullified 
their decree. 


Ashort time later they recognized that Rabbi Reuven ben Isterobeli 
was a Jew, and they realized that he had fooled them to the advan- 
tage of the Jewish people. They therefore arose and reinstated all of 
their decrees. The Sages then said: Who will go and nullify these 
decrees? 


Let Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai go to Rome, as he is accustomed to 
experiencing miracles. And who shall go after him, i.e., with him? 
Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Yosei.” 


When Rabbi Yosei, Rabbi Elazar’s father, heard this suggestion, he 
said to the Sages: But if Abba Halafta,’ my father, were alive, would 
you be able to say to him: Give your son to be killed? If so, how 
can you ask me to send my son to Rome, where he is likely to be 
killed? Rabbi Shimon said to the Sages: If Yohai, my father, were 
alive, would you be able to say to him: Give your son to be killed? 
Nevertheless, I am prepared to risk my life and go to Rome, and if 
so, Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Yosei should accompany me. 


Upon hearing this, Rabbi Yosei said to the Sages: If so, I will go in 
place of my son. I do not want him to go with Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yohai, as this is what I fear: My son Elazar is young and quick to 
answer, and I am concerned lest Rabbi Shimon, who is hot-tem- 
pered, will become angry with him and punish him. Rabbi Shimon 
accepted upon himself" that he would not punish Rabbi Elazar. 
The Gemara notes that even so, Rabbi Shimon did punish him 
while they were on their journey. 


Accepted upon himself — by bap: The Jerusalem Talmud 
relates that Rabbi Shimon not only accepted it upon himself but 
even vowed to Rabbi Yosei that he would not harm his son. In fact, 


NOTES 


after Rabbi Shimon became angry at Rabbi Elazar and cursed him, 
he remembered his vow to Rabbi Yosei, and stood and prayed for 
Rabbi Elazar’s well-being (see Tosafot). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Yosei - »p¥ 931 73 awh D: 
Rabbi Elazar was a tanna of the fifth generation of 
tanna'im, son of the tanna Rabbi Yosei ben Halafta. 
Rabbi Yosei had five sons, all of whom were ordained 
Sages. The most famous of them was Rabbi Yishmael 
ben Rabbi Yosei, who was a disciple-colleague of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. Apparently, Rabbi Elazar was signifi- 
cantly older than his brother Rabbi Yishmael, since, as 
he Gemara relates, he was sent as part of the delega- 
ion of Sages who went to Rome with the elder Rabbi 
Shimon. He likely traveled often, participating in various 
journeys that earned him the reputation of being an 
expert in the nature of the world and a scholar well- 
versed in debate. Several of his statements appear in 
he Talmud. 


Abba Halafta - xaa an: A third-generation tanna, 
Abba Halafta, also known as Rabbi Halafta, was a native 
of the city of Tzippori, where he served as the presid- 
ing rabbi. In his youth he saw the Temple and he knew 
the Sages who lived in that generation. He lived a long 
life, and was one of the participants in the academy of 
Kerem beYavne, and a colleague of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi 
Halafta is mentioned in the Mishna, and some opinions 
and anecdotes attributed to him appear in various barai- 
tot. His foremost disciple was his son, the tanna Rabbi 
Yosei, who often cites his statements and mentions him 
many times, invariably referring to him reverently as 
Abba Halafta. 
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HALAKHA 


Sacrificial meat that is piggul and sacrificial meat that is 
notar, etc. - 13) anim won MVY: Piggul and notar do not 


combine with regard to rendering hands ritually impure, 


despite the fact that they have the same minimum measure 
of an egg-bulk. The reason is that the impurity of the hands 
applies by rabbinic law. Nevertheless, with regard to the 
prohibition of eating they do combine to form the minimum 
measure for consumption, i.e., an olive-bulk. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Yehuda, citing Shmuel 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 8:3 and 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:11). 


The flesh of the creeping animal and the flesh of the 
animal carcass with regard to ritual impurity — yw rvs 
mene aaa: Since they are not equal in terms of their 
level of impurity or in terms of their measure, the flesh of 
a carcass and the flesh of a creeping animal do not join 


together with regard to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 


Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:11). 
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Why did Rabbi Shimon end up punishing Rabbi Elazar? When 
they were walking on the road, this following question was 
asked before them: From where is it derived with regard to 
blood of a creeping animal that it is impure? Rabbi Elazar bar 
Rabbi Yosei twisted his mouth" to whisper and said: It is 
derived from the verse: “And these are they that are impure for 
you among the creeping animals” (Leviticus 11:29). Although 
Rabbi Elazar tried to whisper so that Rabbi Shimon would not 
hear, Rabbi Shimon said to him: From the twisting of your 
mouth and your answer it is clear that you are a Torah scholar. 
Nevertheless, it is prohibited for a student to issue a ruling of 
halakha in the presence of his teacher. Therefore, I curse you that 
the son will not return from this journey to his father. 


The Gemara continues the story: As they were journeying, a 
demon named ben Temalyon emerged to greet them. He said 
to them: Do you wish that I will join you and come with you in 
order to help nullify this decree? When he saw that a demon was 
coming to help save the Jewish people, Rabbi Shimon cried and 
said: What, even for a maidservant of my father’s home, Hagar 
the Egyptian, who was Abraham’s handmaid, an angel was made 
available to appear to her three times to help her. Each of the 
three mentions of “and the angel of the Lord said unto her” (Gen- 
esis 16:9-11) in the story of Hagar is understood as a reference to 
a different angel. But I apparently do not deserve assistance from 
an angel even one time, but only help from a demon. In any case, 
let the miracle come and save the Jewish people, even if only 
through a demon. 


The demon ben Temalyon went before them and ascended into 
the emperor’s daughter and possessed her. When Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Yohai arrived there, the emperor’s palace, he said: Ben 
Temalyon, emerge! Ben Temalyon, emerge! And once Rabbi 
Shimon called to him, ben Temalyon emerged and left the 
emperor's daughter, and she was cured. When the emperor saw 
that Rabbi Shimon had cured his daughter, he said to them: Ask 
from me any reward that you want to ask. And he took them 
up to his treasury to take whatever they wanted. They found 
that letter there that contained the decrees against the Jewish 
people, and they took it and tore it up, and thereby nullified 
the decrees. 


The Gemara adds: And this is the background for that which 
Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Yosei said (Yoma 57a): I saw the Curtain 
of the Sanctuary in the city of Rome, and on the Curtain were 
several drops of blood from the bull and the goat of Yom Kippur. 
When the emperor took them into his treasury Rabbi Elazar saw 
the Temple vessels that the Romans had captured when they 
conquered Jerusalem, including the Curtain. 


Sacrificial hat is piggul and ifi- 
MISHNA jag ciat meat p at is piggu an sacri 


cial meat that is notar” do not join 
together to constitute the requisite measure of an olive-bulk, 
due to the fact that they belong to two separate categories of 
prohibition. The flesh of the carcass of the creeping animal 
and the flesh of the animal carcass," and likewise the flesh of 
the animal carcass and the flesh of the corpse, do not join 
together to transmit ritual impurity, not even for the more 
lenient of the two impurities, i.e., the impurity that requires the 
greater measure. 


NOTES 


Twisted his mouth — və opy: In other words, he did not 


spoke in a hurried manner, as though the words escaped his 


speak in a normal manner. Some explain that he whispered mouth before he could think them through, in the manner of 


or mouthed the words to himself (Rashi). Others claim that he 


youth (Tosafot). 
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G E M ARA Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: The 


mishna taught that piggul and notar do not 
join together only with regard to the ritual impurity of the hands" 
if one touched them, which is by rabbinic law. But with regard to 
the matter of eating, they do join together. As it is taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: The verse states with regard to 
leftover sacrificial food from meat and bread: “It shall not be eaten 
because it is sacred” (Exodus 29:34). This teaches with regard to 
anything sacred that has been disqualified for whatever reason, 
that the verse comes to apply a prohibition with regard to its 
consumption. 


MI SHNA The food that became ritually impure 
through contact with a primary source of 
ritual impurity," thereby assuming first-degree ritual impurity, and 
the food that became ritually impure through contact with a sec- 
ondary source of ritual impurity, thereby assuming second-degree 
ritual impurity, join together to constitute the requisite measure of 
an egg-bulk to transmit impurity in accordance with the more 
lenient of the two, i.e., second-degree ritual impurity. All the ritually 
impure foods join together to constitute the requisite measure to 
disqualify the body [hageviyya]": of one who eats half of a half- 
loaf-bulk [peras]! of the impure foods from partaking of teruma. 


Body [geviyya] 


— m3; Although in modern Hebrew the term 


LANGUAGE 
Half-loaf-bulk [peras] - D1: A peras is the amount of bread that 


geviyya is used specifically in reference to a corpse, its original 
meaning was the body itself, whether of a living or deceased 
person. These two meanings appear in the Torah. In the passage 
concerning the Egyptians purchasing grain from Joseph, it means 
iving people: “And when that year was ended, they came to him 
he second year, and said unto him: ‘We will not hide from my 
ord, how our money is all gone; and the herds of cattle are my 
ord’s; there is nothing left in the sight of my lord, but our bodies 
geviyateinu], and our lands” (Genesis 47:18). Elsewhere it refers to 
corpses: “All the valiant men arose, and went all night, and took 
he body of [geviyyat] Saul and the bodies of his sons from the 
wall of Beth-shan; and they came to Jabesh, and burn 
(| Samuel 31:12). The Sages also use both meanings of the term. 


Primary source of ritual impurity - ngawr Ate: The chart below 
delineates the primary framework of the halakhot of ritual purity 


hem there” 


BACKGROUND 


one normally eats in a single meal, which is half the size of a stan- 
dard loaf of bread. The measure of a half-loaf is a halakha transmit- 
ted to Moses from Sinai, and there is a dispute between tanna‘im 
as to its precise amount. Like the tanna‘im, the early commentaries 
and halakhic authorities also dispute its size. Some maintain that a 
whole loaf is six egg-bulks, whereas a half-loaf is three egg-bulks. 
Others contend that a whole loaf is eight egg-bulks and a half-loaf 
is four egg-bulks. There is also a specific time in which one must 
consume this half-loaf for him to be rendered liable. This concept 
appears in many halakhic contexts. 


and impurity. Its purpose is to enumerate the principles; numerous 
details do not appear here. 


NOTES 

Ritual impurity of the hands - a») ngaw: The Sages 
decreed that if someone touches an egg-bulk of pig- 
gul or of notar his hands become impure. He must 
therefore wash them before touching any sacred item. 
There are two reasons for this decree, one of which 
applies to piggul while the other applies to notar. 
One reason is due to priests who were suspected of 
purposely disqualifying the offerings of those whom 
they disliked, by means of improper intentions which 
rendered them piggul. The fact that their hands would 
become impure served to discourage them from this 
practice. The second reason is due to lazy priests, i.e., 
to prevent them from allowing offerings to become 
notar. Since they would have to go to the effort of 
washing their hands if they touched piggul or notar, 
they would be careful not to cause offerings to fall 
into these categories (see Pesahim 120b). 


HALAKHA 

The food that became ritually impure through 
contact with a primary source of ritual impurity, 
etc. — "DI mnie aKa KAVI YN: Food that is 
ritually impure imparts impurity only if it is at leas 
the size of an egg-bulk and only through contac 
but not by carrying, and it does not render people or 
vessels impure. For this reason, all foods join together 
to impart ritual impurity according to the status o 
the most lenient of them. For example, half an egg- 
bulk of food with first-degree ritual impurity and 
half an egg-bulk of food with second-degree ritua 
impurity which were mixed together have the status 
of second-degree impurity and disqualify teruma by 
touch. Similarly, half an egg-bulk of food with second- 
degree ritual impurity and half an egg-bulk of food 
with third-degree ritual impurity mixed together have 
the status of third-degree impurity. Even half an egg- 
bulk of food with first-degree ritual impurity and half 
an egg-bulk of food with fourth-degree ritual impu- 
rity which are mixed together have only the status of 
fourth-degree impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 4:12). 


All the ritually impure foods join together to dis- 
qualify the body - bios) m oy m paya odoin bp 
mag ny: All ritually impure foods j join together to 
amount to the measure of half of a half-loaf-bulk, 
which disqualifies the body (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 8:11). 


Ultimate primary source of ritual impurity Corpse 


Renders anything susceptible to ritual impurity, 
i.e., a primary source of ritual impurity 


Primary source of ritual impurity 


Any person or vessel that comes in contact with a corpse; leper; 
zav; carcass of a creeping animal; animal carcass 


Confers first-degree ritual-impurity status upon any person, vessel, 
or food item 


First-degree ritual impurity 
(secondary source of ritual impurity) 


A person, vessel, or food item that comes in contact with a primary 
source of ritual impurity 


Confers second-degree ritual-impurity status upon any foods or 
liquids; disqualifies non-sacred foods and liquids 


Second-degree ritual impurity 


Foods and liquids that come in contact with first-degree ritual 
impurity; one who immersed himself during that day; hands 


Confers third-degree ritual-impurity status upon consecrated foods 
and liquids; disqualifies teruma 


Third-degree ritual impurity 


(applies only to teruma and consecrated items) | impurity 


Foods and liquids that come in contact with second-degree ritual 


Disqualifies teruma with this status, and disqualifies consecrated 
foods and liquids 


Fourth-degree ritual impurity 
(applies only to consecrated items) 


Consecrated foods and liquids that come in contact with third- 
degree ritual impurity 


Disqualifies consecrated foods and liquids with this status 
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Likewise, all foods join together to constitute the requisite measure 
of food sufficient for two meals, to establish a joining of Shabbat 
boundaries;" and to form the requisite measure of an egg-bulk, 
to render an item impure with the ritual impurity of food;" and 
to form the measure of a dried fig-bulk, which establishes liability 
for carrying out food on Shabbat;" and to form the volume of a 
large date, which establishes liability for eating on Yom Kippur." 
All the liquids join together to constitute the requisite measure to 
disqualify the body" of one who drinks a quarter-log of ritually 
impure liquid from partaking of teruma; and to constitute the mea- 
sure of a cheekful," which establishes liability for drinking on 
Yom Kippur. 


G E M ARA Itis taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon 

says: What is the reason that food with 
first-degree ritual impurity joins together with food that has second- 
degree ritual impurity? The reason is that it is possible for the food 
with second-degree impurity to render another food impure with 
first-degree impurity. The Gemara asks: But can a food with sec- 
ond-degree impurity render another food impure with first-degree 
impurity? That is not possible. If food impure with second-degree 
impurity touches other food, it renders that food impure with third- 
degree impurity, not first-degree impurity. 


Rava said that this is what Rabbi Shimon is saying: What caused 
that food to become impure with second-degree impurity? Is it not 
that it was touched by food with first-degree impurity? Since they 
share a common source, they join together. Rav Ashi similarly said: 
Food impure with first-degree impurity and food impure with 
second-degree impurity, with regard to food impure with third- 
degree impurity, are considered like members of one house, i.e., 
they both lead to third-degree impurity, either directly or indirectly, 
and for this reason they join together. 


HALAKHA 


Food sufficient for two meals to establish a joining of Shabbat 
boundaries — syd Dinyo mw 1in3: All foods join together 
to form the required measure of two meals’ worth of food neces- 
sary to establish a joining of Shabbat boundaries or merging 
of alleyways. Even four or five different types of food can be 
combined. According to the Ra’avad, this applies only to the 
joining of Shabbat boundaries, not to the merging of alleyways 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 1:1, 6:7, and Ra’avad 
there; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:4, 409:7). 


And the measure of an egg-bulk to render an item impure 
with the ritual impurity of food — paix ANAW wav) mwaa: 
All foods join together to form the measure of an egg-bulk to 
become impure with ritual impurity of food. Some say that this 
is the halakha only when they are joined into a single entity, not 
if they are merely touching each other. But if they are slightly 
joined, even if they would become detached if one of them was 
picked up, they are considered joined (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hil- 
khot Tumat Okhalin 4:3 and Mishne LaMelekh there, citing Tosafot 
and Rashba). 


And of a dried fig-bulk which establishes liability for carrying 
out food on Shabbat - naw myeyind mains: All foods which 
are fit for human consumption join together to form the measure 


of a dried fig-bulk for which one is liable for performing the 
prohibited labor of carrying food from one domain to another 
on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:1). 


And the volume of a large date which establishes liability 
for eating on Yom Kippur — 1937 Bia Nando: All foods 
which are fit for human consumption join together to form the 
measure of food for which one is liable for eating on Yom Kippur, 
which is the size of a large date-bulk. This is slightly smaller than 
an egg-bulk (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 2:1; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6121-2). 


All liquids join together to constitute the requisite measure 
to disqualify the body - ny ips tt oy it poe ppwan dp 
mam: All ritually impure liquids join together to constitute the 
measure of a quarter-log to invalidate the body (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 8:11). 


And the measure of a cheekful - xiaxb Kony: All liquids which 
are fit for human consumption join together to form the measure 
of liquid for which one is liable for drinking on Yom Kippur, which 
is a cheekful. This is a subjective measure of each individual 
cheekful, which for an average person is less than a quarter-log 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 2:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 612:9). 
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MI SHN A The fruit of a tree during the first three 


years after its planting [orla] (see Leviticus 
19:23), and diverse kinds, i.e., grain sown in a vineyard" (see Deu- 
teronomy 22:9) join together™ to constitute the requisite measure 
to prohibit a mixture that they are mixed into. This applies when the 
volume of the permitted produce is less than two hundred times the 
prohibited produce. Rabbi Shimon says: They do not join together. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi 

Shimon, do the two half-measures need to 
join together, in order for one who eats them to be liable? But isn’t 
it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: One who eats any 
measure ofa prohibited food is liable to receive lashes, as the Sages 
stated the measure of an olive-bulk only with regard to the require- 
ment to bring an offering? The Gemara answers: The wording of the 
mishna is not precise and must be emended, to teach that Rabbi 
Shimon says: They do not need to join together, as one is flogged 
even for less than the minimum measure. 


MI SHN A garment must be at least three by three 


handbreadths in order to become a primary 
source of ritual impurity, by means of ritual impurity imparted by 
the treading of a zav. A sack made from goats’ hair must be at least 
four by four handbreadths, while an animal hide must be five by five, 
and a mat six by six. The garment and the sack, the sack and the 
hide," and the hide and the mat’ all join together" to constitute 
the requisite measure to become ritually impure in accordance with 
the material of the greater measure. 


Rabbi Shimon said: What is the reason that they join together, 
despite the fact that their requisite measures are not equal? Because 
all the component materials are fit to become ritually impure 
through the ritual impurity imparted to a seat upon which a zav sits, 
as they can each be used to patch a saddle or saddlecloth. Since the 
measure of all these materials is equal in the case of a zav, they join 
together for other forms of ritual impurity as well. 


HALAKHA 


The fruit of orla and diverse kinds in a vineyard join together — 
pawsa oI x) awa: Orla and diverse kinds in a vineyard 

join together. For example, one quarter-log of wine from grapes 

of orla and grapes that carry the prohibition of diverse kinds, 
which fell into two hundred quarter-log of permitted wine, are 

nullified and permitted. One does not need to remove even a 

single quarter-log. But if the forbidden wine fell into less than 

this amount, it is prohibited to derive benefit from the entire 

mixture. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna. The Ra‘avad maintains that even if the forbidden wine fell 

into the lesser amount one is permitted to derive benefit from all 

of it, as the only foods which render a mixture prohibited with 

regard to deriving benefit are those that are counted as discrete 

items, those prohibited due to idolatry, and wine used for a 

libation to idolatry (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 15:14). 


The garment and the sack, the sack and the hide, and the 
hide and the mat all join together — siym pen pwn nan 
pawsa ma yaam siya: A garment and a sack, a sack and a 
hide, and a hide and a mat all join together with regard to the 
ritual impurity of a garment or for treading, provided that the 
more stringent level of impurity is the one which completes 
he appropriate measure. For example, if one joins two hand- 
breadths of a garment and one handbreadth of a sack, or three 
of a sack and one of a hide, or four of leather and one of a mat, 
hese are all ritually pure with regard to treading. But if one 
joined five handbreadths of a mat with one of a hide, or four of a 
hide with one of a sack, or three of a sack with one of a garment, 
hey are impure. The principle is that ifthe measure is completed 
by the more stringent one it is impure; if it is completed by 
e more lenient one it is pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 23:4). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


The fruit of orla and diverse kinds in a vineyard — wI 
D137 Ia: If produce with a unique halakhic status falls 
into a pile of permitted produce, the measure for nullifica- 
tion of teruma, teruma of the tithe, halla, and first fruits is 
one in one hundred. By contrast, the measure for nullifica- 
tion of orla and diverse kinds in a vineyard is one in two 
hundred. The reason for this difference is that the Torah 
states with regard to teruma of the tithe: “Out of all that 
is given you shall set apart all of that which is due to the 
Lord, of all the best of it, of its sanctified part” (Numbers 
18:29). It is derived from here that if teruma of the tithe is 
separated and then falls into a pile of permitted produce, 
it renders the mixture forbidden by the same ratio as it was 
initially prohibited before its separation, i.e., one partin one 
hundred, as teruma of the tithe is one part of one hundred 
of the original amount. The measure for the other foods 
is derived from the halakha of teruma of the tithe. Since 
orla and diverse kinds in a vineyard are doubly prohibited, 
as they are prohibited both in consumption and benefit, 
the Sages doubled their ratio of nullification to one part 
in two hundred. 


The fruit of orla and diverse kinds in a vineyard join 
together — pawsa ora ebay mba: Rashi writes that 
his halakha is similar to the ruling on the previous amud 
with regard to piggul and notar. The later authorities 
explain that just as piggul and notar join together, due to 
he verse: “Because they are holy” (Exodus 29:33), likewise 
orla and diverse kinds in a vineyard join together, as they 
00 become holy, i.e., separated and forfeited, in their for- 
bidden state (see Deuteronomy 22:9; Likkutei Halakhot). 

Others explain that this mishna is in accordance with 
he opinion of Rabbi Meir in tractate Avoda Zara (66a), 
who maintains that all items prohibited by Torah law join 
ogether with regard to the liability to receive lashes, as 
hey are included in the general prohibition (Deuteronomy 
14:3) of: “You shall not eat any abominable thing” (Tosefot 
Yom Tov; Keren Ora; Hiddushim UVeurim). 


The garment and the sack, the sack and the hide - 73273 
siym peT pwm: The mishna lists these four materials in 
order, from the most stringent to the most lenient. The 
measure for a garment to become ritually impure is three 
by three handbreadths, for a sack it is four by four, for an 
animal hide it is five by five, while for a mat it is six by 
six. These combine in three ways: A garment joins with a 
sack, a sack joins with a hide, and a hide joins with a mat, 
i.e each one combines with the material which is one 
step less stringent. The early authorities note that they do 
not join with materials which are two steps less stringent 
(Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 

Mat - yan: This type of mat is woven from reeds and similar 
materials. Unlike ordinary mats that were typically woven 
from whole reeds, this mat was made from individual 
pieces and perhaps from the soft insides. It was generally 
softer than ordinary mats. It was harder than a hide, and 
therefore hides were preferred for spreading on beds and 
for sitting. 
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One cut from each of the materials, etc. — 3) thn DED: 
f a sack, a hide, or a mat became torn unintentionally and 
he torn piece is smaller than the required measure for 
ritual impurity, it is rendered ritually pure. But if one cut 
it intentionally for sitting on, even a piece the size of one 
handbreadth by one handbreadth, or for lying on, even a 
piece the size of three by three handbreadths, it is impure 
by treading. This is the halakha regardless of whether he cut 
his amount from a garment, sack, a hide, or a mat (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 23:3). 


Since it is suited for fig cutters - MIXI yip? macnn boneta: If 
one cuts hides, sackcloth, or mats in order to fashion a piece 
of fabric for holding, just as fig cutters use to protect their 
fingers, it becomes ritually impure, provided that it is at least 
three by three fingerbreadths, as anything less than three by 
three fingerbreadths remains pure. According to the Ra'avad, 
it is impure even if it is smaller than this measure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 23:3). 


to weave. The same root appears in the modern Hebrew 
term nul, loom, which is the frame upon which threads are 
strung for weaving. 


Loom 


- BACKGROUND - 
Fig cutters - m3% *¥¥ ip: Figs were ordinarily eaten dry. 
In order to speed up the drying of the figs after they were 
picked they would cut off the ends of the figs to allow the 
honey to flow out. 


358 


ME ILA: PEREK IV ` 18A: m0 ant p 


wow pasa wep xan 7103 
mph - ape 733 IR Mey) 
ang ba- apm) mov - awind 


wr w ‘Wats 2rapmxy” yA) 
Tima) uty [Bw oxy D ON 
yip yap einan NTIS 

DINI 


naa wap Thy pan 


G E M ARA* Sage taught in a baraita: In a case where 


one cut from each of the materials" listed 
in the mishna, i.e., the garment, the sack, the hide, and the mat, a 
piece of less than three by three handbreadths, and sewed them 
together, thereby fashioning a garment from them; if he formed 
the garment for lying upon it, then the minimum measure for it to 
become a primary source of ritual impurity is three handbreadths. 
If he intended it for sitting, the minimum measure is one hand- 
breadth. Ifhe intended to use it for holding, it becomes impure in 
any measure. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the halakha in the case 
where one intended to use it for holding? Why is this cloth classi- 
fied as a garment? Reish Lakish says that Rabbi Yannai says: It is 
considered a garment because it stands to be used as protection 
for the hands when weaving [lenavla], so that the weaver does 
not cut his fingers when straightening the threads. It was taught in 
a baraita: It is considered a garment since it is suited for fig cut- 
ters"® to place the material on their hands, to prevent them from 
getting dirty. 
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This chapter began with a discussion of items consecrated to be sacrificed on the altar. 
The Gemara concluded that such items join together to constitute the measure with 
regard to liability for misuse, and they combine to constitute an olive-bulk, which is 
the measure with regard to liability for violation of the prohibitions of piggul, notar, 
and for partaking of the item while ritually impure. They also join together with 
items dedicated for Temple maintenance with regard to liability for misuse. The 
Gemara discussed the halakhot of other consecrated items that join together with 
regard to sacrificing them outside the Temple. Meat, fats, and fine flour join together, 
along with the wine and oil accompanying a burnt offering, to render one liable for 
sacrificing them outside of the Temple. Similarly, they join together with regard to 
piggul, notar, and partaking of the item while ritually impure. 


Likewise, teruma, teruma of the tithe, and teruma of the tithe of demai, halla, and 
first fruits all join together to constitute the requisite measure to prohibit a mixture 
with non-sacred produce, and to constitute the measure of an olive-bulk that renders 
one who eats them liable to pay an additional one-fifth over and above the principal. 
The reason is that they are all referred to as teruma. Animals consecrated for Temple 
maintenance that died are subject to the halakhot of misuse by Torah law, as they 
retain sanctity that inheres in their value. 


The carcasses of kosher animals join together to constitute the measure of an olive- 
bulk with regard to liability for one who eats them, and also with regard to the 
impurity of a carcass. Carcasses of non-kosher animals also join together to render 
one who eats them ritually impure. There is a dispute between the Sages as to whether 
the carcass of anon-kosher animal joins together with the carcass of a kosher animal 
for these matters. This disagreement is perhaps related to the more well-known 
dispute as to whether or not a prohibition takes effect where another prohibition 
already exists. In general, two different types of prohibited food do not combine to 
form the minimum measure; the exception is an animal carcass and a tereifa, which 
do join together. 


The minimum measure for the eight creeping animals listed in the Torah with regard 
to ritual impurity is a lentil-bulk, but an entire limb of one of those animals imparts 
ritual impurity by any measure. With regard to the punishment for eating them 
while they are alive, the minimum measure is an olive-bulk. After they are dead, the 
measure with regard to liability for their consumption is a lentil-bulk, as is the case 
for ritual impurity. 


The measure for ritual impurity of an animal carcass is an olive-bulk, but an entire 
limb imparts ritual impurity in any measure. With regard to eating, one is not flogged 
for less than an olive-bulk, as an animal carcass is not juxtaposed to creeping animals 


Summary of 
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with regard to the halakha of consumption, but only with regard to the prohibition 
of: “You shall not make your souls detestable” (Leviticus 20:25). 


All foods join together to constitute the requisite measure to disqualify the body of 
a person who eats a half-loaf-bulk of ritually impure foods from partaking of teruma, 
and for the requisite measure of food sufficient for two meals that establishes a join- 
ing of Shabbat boundaries. They also join together to constitute an egg-bulk with 
regard to impurity of food, a fig-bulk with regard to carrying out food on Shabbat, 
and the measure of a large date, which establishes liability for eating on Yom Kippur. 


Similarly, all liquids join together to constitute the requisite measure to disqualify the 
body of a person who drinks a quarter-log of ritually impure liquid from partaking 
of teruma; and for the measure of a cheekful, which establishes liability for drinking 
on Yom Kippur. 
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With regard to the principles of misuse, the Torah states only the punishment 
incurred by one who misuses property that has been consecrated to God. The Torah 
does not explain the nature of this misuse, which therefore requires clarification. Is 
the transgression primarily due to the benefit that the individual derives from the 
use of consecrated property, or for the damage he causes to the Temple treasury by 
deriving benefit from a particular item, or for the fact that he removes consecrated 
property from the domain of the sacred to the domain of the non-sacred, in a case 
where he uses consecrated property for his own needs? 


While addressing these fundamental issues, several secondary questions arise. What 
is the halakha in a case where one derives benefit worth half of a peruta and simulta- 
neously causes damage worth half of a peruta? What if someone derives benefit from 
one consecrated item and damages a different consecrated item? Is it considered an 
act of misuse if someone uses a consecrated item for a different sacred purpose? Is 
there a distinction between misuse with regard to items that are devalued over the 
normal course of use and items that are not subject to such damage? 


Furthermore, the verses do not provide a clear delineation of the scope of the pro- 
hibition of misuse. Consequently, the chapter analyzes the following questions: If 
an item is attached to the ground, is it subject to misuse? Who bears responsibility 
in a case where one appoints an agent to perform an act of misuse? Can consecrated 
property be subject to repeated misuse? With regard to repeated misuse, is there 
one uniform status for diverse items such as an animal, a service vessel, and wood? 
What is the halakha in the case of one who lives in a consecrated building? Finally, 
do the halakhot of misuse apply to Temple treasurers in the same manner that they 
apply to everyone else? 


Introduction to 
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MI S H N A One who derives benefit equal to the value of 


one peruta from a consecrated item," even 
though he did not damage it, is liable for its misuse; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Akiva. And the Rabbis say: With regard to any con- 
secrated item that has the potential to be damaged, one is not liable 
for misuse until he causes it one peruta of damage; and with regard 
to an item that does not have the potential to be damaged, once he 
derives benefit from it he is liable for misuse. 


The mishna elaborates: How so? If a woman placed a consecrated 
gold chain [ketala]}' around her neck, or a gold ring on her hand, i.e., 
her finger, or if one drank from a consecrated gold cup, since they are 
not damaged through use, once he derives benefit equal to the value 
of one peruta from them, he is liable for misuse. If one wore a conse- 
crated robe,’ covered himself with a consecrated garment, or 
chopped wood with a consecrated ax,’ he is not liable for misuse 
until he causes them one peruta of damage. 


One who derives benefit from a sin offering while it is alive" is not 
liable for misuse until he causes it one peruta of damage. When it is 
dead, once he derives benefit equal to the value of one peruta from 
it, he is liable for misuse. 


G E M ARA Sages taught in a baraita: Rabbi Akiva 


concedes to the Rabbis in the case ofan item 
that has the potential to be damaged through its use that one is liable 
for misuse only if he causes one peruta of damage. The Gemara asks: 
Since this is apparently exactly the same as the opinion of the Rabbis, 
with regard to what do Rabbi Akiva and the Rabbis disagree? 


One who derives benefit equal to the value of one peruta from 
a consecrated item - TUNA MW wAPAT pa mga: With regard to 
an item that does not become damaged when one uses it, €.g., 
a gold utensil belonging to the Temple treasury, provided that it 
is detached from the ground, if one derives benefit equal to the 
value of one peruta from it he is liable for the misuse of consecrated 
property. 

If one derives benefit from an item which becomes damaged 
through use, e.g., he wears consecrated garments or chops with 
a consecrated ax, he is liable for misuse only if over the course of 
his intended benefit he derives benefit equal to the value of one 
peruta and simultaneously inflicts upon the item damage of the 
value of at least one peruta (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 6:1). 


One who derives benefit from a sin offering while it is alive - 
TPN NTD NVM pa Aya: Since detaching its wool does not 
invalidate a domesticated animal from being sacrificed as an offer- 
ing of the most sacred order, if one detaches the wool and derives 


benefit equal to the value of one peruta from it, he is liable fo 
misuse. This is the halakha even if the animal does not suffer one 
peruta of damage from the detaching, as this is comparable to the 
case of a gold cup, which is not damaged when one drinks from it. 

This halakha does not apply to a blemished animal, which may 
not be sacrificed but must be sold instead. In this case, as shearing 
the wool diminishes the sale value of the animal, one is liable for 
misuse only if he causes damage worth one peruta. With regard to 
a dead animal, the principle of damage does not apply. Therefore, 
if one detaches wool from the animal after it dies, he is liable fo 
misuse by rabbinic law by merely deriving benefit worth one peruta. 
The Ra‘avad, in accordance with a variant text of the Gemara, main- 
tains that there is no difference between an unblemished animal of 
the most sacred order and a blemished animal of the most sacred 
order with regard to misuse. In either case, the animal is subject to 
damage, and one is liable for misuse only if he derives benefit and 
causes one peruta worth of damage to the animal (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 6:2 and Kesef Mishne there). 


Chain [ketala] - xbup: From the Latin catellus, refer- 
ring to a chain hung around the neck. Some suggest 
that it is from the Aramaic ketala, meaning chok- 
ing, as the chain would be fastened tightly around 
a woman's neck. 


Robe - pon: This robe is a garment whose upper 
portion is split in the front. Indeed, the Hebrew word 
for this garment, haluk, literally means parted. The 
upper portion, called the key of the robe, was tied 
together with laces. 


Robe 


Ax - itp: From the various details provided in dif- 
ferent contexts, one can surmise that the ax was an 
implement somewhat similar to the Roman dolabra. 
This utensil served various functions, including cut- 
ting trees (see Jeremiah 46:22) and digging in the 
earth like a hoe. 


Roman dolabrae 
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NOTES 

In the case of a middle garment — AXy¥2 waaa: 
According to some commentaries, the distinguishing 
feature of a middle garment is that whereas outer gar- 
ments and inner garments are subject to deterioration as 
soon as they are donned, a middle garment deteriorates 
far more gradually. Accordingly, the disagreement here 
is whether an item is classified as subject to damage if it 
deteriorates only over a long period of time. Rabbi Akiva 
maintains that such an item is not considered subject 
to damage, whereas the Rabbis hold that it is subject to 
damage (Rashi; Tosafot). 

Alternatively, even a middle garment deteriorates as 
soon as one dons it, but unlike other garments its dam- 
age is not readily apparent (Tosafot; Shita Mekubbetzet). 
If so, the dispute between Rabbi Akiva and the Rabbis is 
whether an item is considered subject to damage if its 
damage is discernible only over time. 


Malmala - Kyan: According to some of the early 
commentaries, this type of garment was unique in that 
its special material was resistant to damage (Tosafot). 
According to others, this type of garment is particularly 
expensive due to its exceptionally fine weave. Therefore, 
one would wear it only on very rare occasions, and when 
he did so he was very careful to protect it from dam- 
age. Consequently, this type of garment was classified 
as one that is not subject to damage, similar to a middle 
garment (Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 

Malmala - xbabn: It is evident from several sources in 
the Talmud that this garment was produced through 
a particular manner of fashioning unique, and highly 
expensive, linen garments. These garments were distin- 
guished by their fine weave and sheer material. Various 
commentaries maintain that the name of the garment 
is derived from the Hebrew word melila, meaning rolling. 
Some (Rabbeinu Hananel) maintain that the source of 
the name is its quality of being able to be rolled into a 
small ball, whereas others (Rashi) claim that the name is 
related to the manner in which the thread is spun, as it 
is rolled and stretched. 
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obm TRWY wba :x21Va% Rava said: With regard to outer garments such as coats, which are 


exposed to the weather and other elements, and garments worn 
touching the skin, which can be damaged by perspiration, Rabbi 
Akiva and the Rabbis agree that one is liable for misuse only when 
the garments are damaged at least by the value of one peruta. They 
disagree in the case of a middle garment," i.e., that which is neither 
an outer garment nor one that is worn against the body. And they 
also disagree in the case of a garment made of malmala,™ very thin 
fabric; since this garment is expensive, one who wears it would be 
very careful not to let it be damaged, and consequently it is not 
subject to measurable depreciation each time it is worn. In these 
cases, Rabbi Akiva holds that one is liable for misuse if he derives 
benefit equal to the value of one peruta even though the garments 
were not depreciated by one peruta, whereas the Rabbis maintain 
that as there is cumulative depreciation, one is liable for misuse only 
when he causes one peruta of damage. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to misuse of conse- 
crated property, the verse states: “If anyone commits a misuse, and 
sins through error, in the sacred items of the Lord” (Leviticus 5:15). 
It is derived from the general term “anyone” that this halakha applies 
whether the guilty person is a common individual, and whether he 
is the king, and whether he is the anointed High Priest. Although 
in other contexts they have obligations to bring different offerings, 
these individuals have a uniform liability with regard to the sin of 
misuse. 


The baraita further interprets the verse: “If anyone commits a mis- 
use [maal], and sins” (Leviticus 5:15). The term ma‘al means noth- 
ing other than deviation from the norm. And similarly, the verse 
states with regard to a woman suspected of adultery: “If any man’s 
wife goes aside, and acts unfaithfully [maal] against him” (Num- 
bers 5:12). And it states with regard to idol worship: “And they broke 
faith [vayimalu] with the God of 


their fathers, and went astray after the gods" of the peoples of 
the land, whom God destroyed before them” (1 Chronicles 5:25). 
Likewise, one who misuses consecrated property deviates from the 
purpose for which the particular item was meant to be used. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that the comparison 
between misuse and idol worship teaches that one is liable for misuse 
even if he damaged the consecrated item but did not derive benefit 
from it, as that is the halakha with regard to idol worship, where 
one changes worship of God to idol worship without deriving ben- 
efit. Or, in light of the comparison between misuse and suspected 
adultery, it might have been thought that one would be liable for 
misuse if he derived benefit from the consecrated item but did not 
damage it, just as the adulteress derives benefit from the illicit act of 
intercourse without suffering any physical damage. 


And went astray after the gods — pyar syn am: The Gemara 
actually cites the verse as: And went astray after the Ba'al gods. 
By contrast, according to the Masoretic text the verse reads: “And 


NOTES 


the translation in the commentary here. The Gemara’s formula- 
tion emphasizes the adulterous aspect of idol worship, in the 
manner of a woman who is unfaithful to her husband [ba'al] in 


went astray after the gods of the peoples of the land,’ which is favor of another man. 
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And perhaps one should be liable for misuse of an item attached to 
the ground. And in the case of an agent who committed misuse 
while he performed his assigned agency, it might be thought that 
the agent himself, rather than the one who appointed him, should 
be liable for the misuse. 


The halakha in these cases is derived from the fact that the verse 
states: “If anyone commits a misuse, and sins through error, in the 
sacred items of the Lord” (Leviticus 5:15). The word “sin” is stated 
with regard to teruma,' in the verse: “And you shall bear no sin by 
reason of it, as you have set apart from it its best” (Numbers 18:32); 
and “sin” is also stated with regard to misuse of consecrated 
property. Several halakhot are derived from this verbal analogy. 


The baraita elaborates: Just as with regard to the word “sin” stated 
with regard to teruma, when someone sins by partaking of forbid- 
den teruma, it is a circumstance in which one damages and derives 
benefit, and the one who damaged the teruma is the same person 
who derived benefit; and with regard to teruma, one is liable only 
if he derives benefit from the same item that he damages; and he 
is liable in the case of teruma only if his damage and his benefit 
occur simultaneously; and the status of teruma applies only to an 
item detached from the ground;" and the status of teruma takes 
effect in the case of an agent who performed his assigned agency 
in designating an item teruma," the same applies to misuse. 


The baraita further explains: So too, the word “sin” stated with 
regard to misuse applies specifically when the individual both 
damages and derives benefit from consecrated items;" and when 
the one who damaged also derived benefit from it himself; and he 
derives benefit from the same item that he damages; and his 
damage and his deriving benefit occur simultaneously; and mis- 
use applies only to an item detached from the ground;" and misuse 
is committed by the one appointing the agent in the case of an agent 
who performed his assigned agency." 


The baraita continues: From the verbal analogy I have derived only 
that one is liable for misuse ifhe eats consecrated items when he is 
not permitted to do so, similar to the case of teruma. But with regard 
to one who derives benefit from an item that does not have the 
potential to be damaged, from where do I derive that this also 
constitutes misuse? 


HALAKHA 


And to an item detached from the ground - yprpat ya wbo: 
Teruma may not be separated from attached produce to exempt 
detached produce, or from detached produce to exempt attached 
produce. This ruling is in accordance with a mishna in tractate Teru- 
mot, a baraita in tractate Kiddushin, and the Gemara here (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 5:9). 


Agency with regard to designating teruma - manna mmh: 
One may appoint a Jew as an agent to separate teruma and tithes 
on his behalf, as the verse: “So you also shall set apart” (Numbers 
18:28) serves to include agents (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 4:1). 


Damaging and deriving benefit with regard to misuse - D33 
ayyna TAN: If one derives benefit equal to the value of one peruta 
from the Temple treasury, by means of an item that is not subjec 
to damage through normal use, e.g. utensils of pure gold, he is 
liable for misuse. But if he derives benefit from an item whose use 
necessarily also causes damage, such as garments and utensils o 
silver, copper, or iron, he is liable for misuse only if he causes damage 
equal to the value of one peruta, he intends to derive benefit, and 
he derives benefit and causes damage simultaneously. If he derives 
benefit equal to half of a peruta and causes damage equal to hal 
of a peruta; or if he derives benefit equal to the value of one peruta 
and causes damage equal to the value of one peruta to another 
item, without deriving benefit from the item that he damages, he 
is not liable for misuse. 


How so? If one removes a patch from a garment belonging 
to the Temple treasury and sews it into his garment and wears it, 
thereby deriving benefit equal to the value of one peruta, although 
his action reduces the value of the Temple treasury’s garment by 
the value of one peruta, provided that he does not reduce the value 
of the patch by at least one peruta he is not liable for misuse. The 
reason is that he derives benefit from one item but causes damage 
to another item. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna on 
18a and the baraita here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 6:1). 


Misuse of an item detached from the ground — p3 wina myyn 
yp: Only an item detached from the ground is subject to misuse. 
f one derives benefit from the ground itself or from an item that is 
attached to it, then even if he also causes it damage he is not liable 
or misuse. How so? If he plows or plants in a field belonging to the 
Temple treasury, he is exempt. If he takes some of its dirt, thereby 
detaching it from the ground, and derives benefit from it and causes 
it damage, he is liable for misuse. This ruling is in accordance with 
he baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 6:1, 5:5). 


Agency with regard to misuse — abyna mmh: In a case where 
one unwittingly took an item or money belonging to the Temple 
reasury and gave it to an agent for a non-sacred function, if the 
agent performed his agency, the one who appointed him is liable 
or misuse. If the agent did not perform his agency, but instead 
acted of his own accord, the agent is liable for misuse. This ruling 
is in accordance with the mishna on 20a and the Gemara here 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 7:1). 


e publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Teruma — marin: Whenever the term teruma 
appears without qualification, it is referring to 
teruma gedola, which is given to the priest. The 
Torah commands that teruma be separated from 
grain, wine, and oil, and the Sages extended the 
scope of this mitzva to include all produce. This 
mitzva applies only in Eretz Yisrael. The Torah does 
not specify the amount of teruma that must be set 
aside; one may theoretically fulfill his obligation by 
giving even a single kernel of grain from an entire 
crop. Nevertheless, the Sages established the fol- 
lowing measures: One-fortieth of the produce for 
a generous gift, one-fiftieth for an average gift, and 
one-sixtieth for a miserly gift. 

One should not set aside other tithes until he has 
separated teruma. Teruma is sanctified and may be 
eaten only by a priest and his household in a state 
of ritual purity (see Leviticus 22:9-15). To emphasize 
hat teruma may be eaten only when one is pure, 
he Sages obligated the priests to wash their hands 
before partaking of it; this is the source for the prac- 
ice of washing the hands before eating bread. A 
ritually impure priest or a non-priest who partakes 
of teruma is subject to the penalty of death at the 
hand of Heaven. If teruma contracts ritual impurity, 
it may no longer be eaten and must be burned. 
evertheless, it remains the property of the priest 
and he may benefit from its burning. Nowadays, 
teruma is not given to the priests, because they have 
no definitive proof of their priestly lineage and all 
people are presumed to be ritually impure. The obli- 
gation to separate teruma still remains, but only a 
small portion of the produce is separated in practice. 
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Similarly, if one eats from a consecrated item and gives to another 
person to eat, where there is his consumption and another’s con- 
sumption; or if he derives benefit and gives to another to derive 
benefit, where there is his deriving benefit and another’s deriving 
benefit; and likewise his deriving benefit and another’s consump- 
tion; and his consumption and another’s deriving benefit; the 
halakha is that in all these cases, benefit and consumption combine 
with one another, even over a long period of time" on the same 
day, to amount to the value of one peruta that effects liability for 
misuse. From where is this halakha derived? 


The verse states: “If anyone commits a misuse.” This general and 
inclusive clause teaches that one is liable for misusing one peruta 
worth of consecrated property in any case, i.e., even if he gave it to 
another and one of them ate while the other derived benefit, and 
even if it took some time on that day to use the value of one peruta. 


The baraita further states: If there is a comparison between teruma 
and misuse, one can claim as follows: Just as in the case of the word 
“sin” that is stated with regard to teruma, the Torah does not com- 
bine two distinct acts of consumption as one prohibited act," so 
too, perhaps with regard to the word “sin” that is stated with regard 
to misuse, the Torah does not combine two acts of consumption 
as one. From where is it derived that if one ate half of the minimum 
amount of an olive-bulk today and ate another half tomorrow, even 
if much time has passed, the distinct acts of misuse combine and 
are considered one act, which means that the one who did so is 
liable for misuse? The verse states: “If anyone commits a misuse.” 
The inclusive language of the verse teaches that he is liable in 
any case. 


The baraita continues: If there is a comparison between teruma and 
misuse, one can claim as follows: Just as in the case of the word “sin” 
that is stated with regard to teruma, the damage to the teruma and 
the individual’s deriving benefit from the teruma occur simultane- 
ously, the same should apply to misuse of consecrated items. From 
where is it derived that one is liable for misuse for his consumption 
and another’s consumption," when each person alone has eaten 
less than the value of one peruta, and even if the two acts of con- 
sumption are separated in time from now until three years later; 
from where is it derived that the instances of misuse combine? The 
verse states: “If anyone commits a misuse.” The inclusive language 


of the verse teaches that he is liable in any case. 


The baraita continues: If it is derived from the verbal analogy that 
there are several halakhot common to both teruma and committing 
misuse, one can claim as follows: Just as in the case of the word “sin” 
that is stated with regard to teruma, 


HALAKHA 


Even over a long time - 713173 yt pw: Amounts of misuse 
accrue even over an extended oS How so? If one derives 
benefit equal to half of a peruta and subsequently derives benefit 
equal to another half of a peruta several years later, but he had only 
one lapse of awareness with regard to the status of the item, the 
misuses combine to form the value of one peruta. Accordingly, he 
is liable for misuse (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:4, 6:1). 


Combination of two acts of consumption of teruma — nw 9Y% 
manna iva: In a case where a non-priest eats from produce of 
teruma unwittingly and later again eats from it unwittingly, if the 
interval from the beginning of the first eating until the end of the 
second eating was no longer than the time it takes to eat a half- 
loaf of bread, then the food combines to constitute the minimum 
amount of an olive-bulk, and he must pay the principal and an 
additional one-fifth. In a case where he drinks liquid of teruma 
and later drinks from it again, if the interval from the beginning of 


the first drinking until the end of the second drinking is the time 
it takes to drink a quarter-log (Rambam), or the time it takes to eat 
a half-loaf of bread (Ra’avad), the liquid combines to constitute 
the minimum amount, and he must pay the principal and an 
additional one-fifth. This ruling is in accordance with a mishna 
in tractate Terumot and the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 10:3, and see Radbaz and Kesef Mishne there). 


His consumption and another's consumption, etc. - inbox 
^ian mbox: If one ate food belonging to the Temple treasury 
and also fed another, or if he derived benefit and also provided 
benefit to another, or if he ate by himself and provided benefit 
to another, or if he fed another and also derived benefit himself, 
the value of all the consumption and deriving of benefit combine 
for the calculation of the total misuse. If this total amounts to the 
value of a peruta, he is liable for misuse (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 5:3). 
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a non-priest who partakes of teruma is not liable until the teruma 
leaves from the domain of the sacred to the domain of the non- 
sacred, as one who partakes of teruma becomes its owner, the same 
should apply to misuse. 


But in fact one is also liable for misuse if he moves an item from 
the domain of the sacred to the domain of the sacred for another 
purpose, such as if he spent funds from the Temple treasury and 
acquired bird nests, i.e., pairs of birds, pigeons or doves, for zavim 
(see Leviticus 15:13-15), or the bird nests for zavot (see Leviticus 
15:28-30), or the bird nests for women after childbirth (see Leviti- 
cus 12:6-8).‘ Although the individual is using the money of the 
Temple treasury for a sacred purpose, nevertheless, since these 
obligatory offerings should be purchased with private funds, he 
commits misuse by deriving personal benefit from sacred funds. 


And similarly, with regard to one who contributed his shekel," or 
brought his sin offering or his guilt offering from consecrated 
property," once he spends the funds he has committed misuse." 
This is the statement of Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yehuda says: He 

is not liable until the priest sprinkles the blood of the offerings, 
through which he achieves atonement, at which point he has derived 
his benefit from the consecrated property. The baraita returns to its 
question: From where is it derived that such use is also categorized 
as misuse? The verse states: “If anyone commits a misuse.” The 
inclusive language of the verse teaches that he is liable in any case. 


NOTES 
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HALAKHA 


Brought his sin offering or his guilt offering from con- 
secrated property — VIPIT p INPN INKUN WIN: If one 
brings his sin offering or his guilt offering from consecrated 
funds, he is liable for misuse only once the blood of the 
offering has been presented. If one uses consecrated funds 
to bring an offering for which there is no presenting of the 
blood, he is not liable for misuse. Consequently, if he brings 
meal offerings, libations, or loaves of a thanks offering from 
consecrated funds, he has sinned but is not liable for misuse, 
as there is no presenting of blood. This ruling is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 6:11). 


Bird nests for zavim...zavot...women after childbirth — 127 
nithi... oa: Obligatory bird offerings are brought as 
a nest, i.e., in pairs. These offerings, which may be males or 
females, come as two doves or two pigeons, of which one is a 
sin offering while the other is a burnt offering. 


Pair of pigeons 


And one who contributed his shekel — bpw bon: Although 
the mitzva to contribute a half-shekel to the Temple was 


originally given for the purpose of the census of the Jewish 
people in the wilderness (see Exodus 30:12-13), it is nevertheless 
designated by the Torah as a mitzva for perpetuity. Accordingly, 
when the Temple is standing each man must bring a half-shekel 
to the Temple treasury annually. These shekels were earmarked 
for the purchase of various communal offerings and require- 
ments, including the daily offerings, the seasonal additional 
offerings, and the two loaves from the new wheat, which are 
brought on Shavuot. 


Once he spends the funds [shehotzi] he has committed 
misuse — bya Nxt jPa: The commentaries disagree with 
regard to the opinions of Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Yehuda. 
Some maintain that both Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Yehuda 
agree that this individual is liable for misuse only from the 
time when he has discharged his obligation for the particular 
offering that he is bringing, the stage at which he would no 
longer be required to replace the offering were it to be lost. 
At that point, the owner can be said to have derived personal 
benefit from the misappropriated funds in a concrete manner. 
According to this explanation, Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Yehuda 
differ only with regard to the precise moment at which the 
owner of the offering becomes absolved of his responsibility. 
Rabbi Shimon maintains that this is accomplished when he 
removes the animal from his control and brings it to the Temple 


courtyard, as the animal is always delivered into the care of 
the priests at that stage. Rabbi Yehuda holds that the owner's 
responsibility is wholly discharged only later, when the animal's 
blood is presented on the altar, thereby effecting his atonement. 
It should be noted that according to this interpretation, the 
text of Rabbi Shimon’s opinion should read: Once he brings 
[shehevi], not shehotzi (Rashi here and on Hullin 139a; Tosafot 
on Hullin 22b). 

Later commentaries challenge this interpretation, contend- 
ing that the owners are certainly not relieved of their sacrificial 
responsibilities merely by bringing the animals to the Temple 
courtyard (Turei Aven; Keren Ora). Another explanation of the 
dispute follows the standard version of Rabbi Shimon’s state- 
ment: Once he spends, or removes [shehotzi], he has commit- 
ed misuse. According to this opinion, Rabbi Shimon is referring 
o the removal of the consecrated funds when one spends 
hem on his personal obligations. Accordingly, his act of misuse 
is realized immediately upon his purchase. Rabbi Yehuda rejects 
his claim, claiming that as the offerings are purchased specifi- 
cally for the sake of gaining atonement, the individual derives 
he true benefit of his misuse only when he actually achieves 
atonement, which when the blood is presented. Consequently, 
he is liable for misuse only at that point (Shita Mekubbetzet, 
citing Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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The Gemara analyzes the beginning of the baraita. The Master said 
above: The verse states: “If anyone commits a misuse” (Leviticus 
5:15). All people are included in this halakha, whether the guilty 
person is the common individual," and whether he is the king, and 
whether he is the anointed High Priest. The Gemara asks: What 
else might one have thought? It is obvious that the king and the 
High Priest are included, as it is written: “Anyone.” 


The Gemara explains that the statement of the baraita is necessary, 
lest you say that these individuals are excluded from the halakha of 
misuse because the Merciful One states with regard to the anoint- 
ing oil: “Or whosoever puts any of it upon a stranger, he shall be 
cut off from his people” (Exodus 30:33). And with regard to the 
anointing oil, this distinguished person, i.e., the High Priest or the 
king, is not considered a “stranger,” as he is anointed with it." 
Therefore, the baraita teaches us that even a High Priest and a king 
are included in the prohibition of misuse. 


§ The Gemara summarizes the derivations with regard to the hala- 
kha of misuse. The Merciful One compared the halakha of misuse 
to the case of a sota,’ and to idol worship, and to teruma, in order 
to teach several basic principles. Misuse is compared to a sota, in 
the verse: “If any man’s wife goes aside, and acts unfaithfully against 
him” (Numbers 5:12), as here one is liable for committing adultery 
even though the adulteress did not damage her body through her 
actions. With regard to consecrated property as well, even without 
causing damage, as in the case in which a woman placed a conse- 
crated gold ring on her hand, i.e., her finger, she has thereby become 
liable for misuse. 


When the Merciful One compared misuse to idol worship, in the 
verse: “And they broke faith with the God of their fathers” (1 Chron- 
icles 5:25), this teaches that one is not liable for idol worship until 
there is a change effected by his act, as the idolater changes his 
worship of God for worship of idols. With regard to consecrated 
property as well, if the item is susceptible to damage, a person does 
not become liable for misuse until the act of misuse changes the 
item from being available for use for sacred purposes to being avail- 
able for use only for non-sacred purposes, as in a case where he 
chops non-sacred wood with a consecrated ax and concurrently 
damages the ax, as the consecrated property is thereby damaged. 


HALAKHA 


Whether the common individual, etc. - 131 PN TNX: With 
regard to any sin for which one is obligated to bring a definite 
guilt offering, the obligation is the same for every person. There 
is no distinction between a king, an anointed priest, and any 
other individual. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna 
in Horayot 9a and the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 9:10). 


Anointing with the anointing oil for a king or the High 
Priest — mwg yi> ix qab anwan pawa na: One who places 
anointing oil upon a king or a High Priest who has already been 


Sota - mio: The Torah describes the procedure in the case of 
a wife who secluded herself with a man of whom her husband 
had previously become suspicious, and with regard to whom 
he had warned her in the presence of witnesses not to seclude 
herself with him (see Numbers 5:11-31). If she ignores this warn- 
ing and is observed alone with that man, she and her husband 
can no longer live together as a married couple until she has 
undergone an ordeal to determine whether she committed 
adultery. The woman is taken to the Temple in Jerusalem and 
compelled by the priests to stand in a public place. At this stage 
she is again questioned about her behavior. If she continues 
to assert her fidelity and takes an oath to that effect, a scroll is 


BACKGROUND 


anointed is exempt from the punishment of karet. The reason 
is that the verse states: “Or whosoever puts any of it upon a 
stranger” (Exodus 30:33), and these people are not strangers with 
regard to the anointing oil, as they have already been anointed 
with it. By contrast, if one rubs the oil, even upon a king or a 
High Priest, he is liable, as it is stated: “Upon the flesh of man 
shall it not be rubbed” (Exodus 30:32), which includes the flesh 
of any person. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda in tractate Karetot (6b) and the Gemara here 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:10, and Ra'avad 
here). 


brought, on which the curses of the sota in the Torah are writ- 
en. If she does not admit that she has committed adultery, the 
scroll is submerged in a clay vessel filled with water taken from 
he Temple basin and some earth from the Temple floor, and 
its writing is dissolved in the water. She is then forced to drink 
hat water. If the husband's allegation is true, then in the words 
of the Torah: “Her belly shall swell and her thigh shall fall away’ 
(Numbers 5:27), until ultimately she dies from the water's curse. 
f she is innocent, she is permitted to resume normal marital 
relations with her husband, and the water will bring her the 
blessing of children. 
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Finally, the Merciful One compared misuse to the partaking of 
teruma by a non-priest, through the verbal analogy of the words “sin’ 
and “sin” (see 18b). What is the halakha with regard to teruma? The 
verse states: “And ifa man eats of the sacred item through error, then 
he shall add its fifth part upon it” (Leviticus 22:14). This excludes 
one who causes damage" to the teruma without partaking of it, e.g., 
by spilling it on the ground. Such a person is exempt from the pay- 
ment of the additional one-fifth. With regard to consecrated prop- 
erty as well, in the case of any consecrated edible item, or some 
other item, when one damages it without deriving benefit from the 
damaging act, he is exempt with regard to misuse. 


» 


§ The mishna teaches: How is one liable for misuse of an item that 
is not subject to damage? For example, if a woman placed a conse- 
crated gold chain around her neck. Rav Kahana said to Rav Zevid: 
And is it correct that gold is not subject to damage? But where did 
the gold of the daughter-in-law of the wealthy man Nun go? When 
Nun married off his son, he gave the bride many golden items of 
jewelry, which deteriorated over time. Evidently, gold is also subject 
to damage. 


Rav Zevid said to Rav Kahana: Perhaps the gold of Nun's daughter- 
in-law suffered the fate of the gold that your daughters-in-law cast 
aside. Like your daughters-in-law, Nun's daughter-in-law treated 
her gold carelessly, which is why it deteriorated. And furthermore, 
granted that gold does not have the status of an item that is dam- 
aged immediately [le‘altar]' when someone derives benefit from 
it, but even so, does gold never sustain damage? Even gold deterio- 
rates slowly and suffers measurable damage over long periods of time. 


§ The mishna further teaches: One who derives benefit froma sin 
offering or from other items of the most sacred order, as in the case 
of one who detaches its wool while the animal is alive, is not liable 
for misuse unless he causes damage of the value of one peruta. The 
Gemara asks: Now, if the ruling of the mishna is stated with regard 
to an unblemished domesticated animal, which is fit for sacrifice, 
this case is the same as that of a consecrated gold cup, which is not 
subject to damage. Since the animal remains fit as an offering even 
after wool has been detached from it, why is it subject to misuse only 
if it is damaged? Rav Pappa said: We are dealing with a blemished 
animal." Since it is unfit for sacrifice, it will be sold by the Temple 
treasury, and therefore the removal of wool reduces its sale price. 
Consequently, it is subject to misuse only if such use causes it damage. 


HALAKHA 


Excludes one who causes damage — pab v: If anon-priest 
is satiated and repulsed by eating, but he continues to eat by 
partaking of teruma, he is not obligated to pay the additional 
one-fifth of the item's value. The reason is that the verse states: 
“And if a man eats” (Leviticus 22:14), which excludes one who 
causes himself harm. Similarly, one who chews barley of teruma 
is exempt from the additional one-fifth, as this manner of eating 
is harmful. This ruling is in accordance with the Gemara here 
and in Yoma 81a (Rambam Sefer Zera’‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:8). 


We are dealing with a blemished animal - }2*pby Ova nyaa: 
According to the Rambam, if one detaches wool from an 
unblemished animal offering of the most sacred order, he is 
liable for misuse once he derives benefit equal to the value 
of one peruta. Since detaching wool does not invalidate the 
offering, he is liable for misuse even without causing one peruta 


of damage. By contrast, as a blemished animal is designated 
for sale, and detaching wool from it decreases its sale value, 
one is liable for misuse only if he causes the animal one peruta 
worth of damage and derives benefit equal to the value of one 
peruta from it. 

If one detaches wool from the animal after its death, he is 
guilty of misuse only upon deriving benefit equal to the value 
of one peruta, as damage is inapplicable to an animal carcass. 
Deriving benefit from the animal carcass constitutes misuse 
by rabbinic law. 

The Ra'avad rejects this ruling. In his opinion, even an 
unblemished animal is subject to damage. Accordingly, one 
is not liable for misuse even in the case of an unblemished 
animal unless he causes one peruta of damage to it, in addition 
to deriving benefit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 6:2, and 
see Ra'avad and Kesef Mishna there). 


LANGUAGE 


Immediately [le‘altar] - any): This is an abbreviation of 
the Aramaic expression al atar, on the spot. It means an 
immediate occurrence. 
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NOTES 


And caused damage of the value of one peruta to 
another item - 10% 3273 THD MWI D39: The com- 
mentaries suggest several possible scenarios in which 
these circumstances might occur. One example is 
one who wears a consecrated garment and derives 
benefit from it without damaging it, and he also 
spills a consecrated liquid without deriving benefit 
(Rashi; Rabbeinu Barukh; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). 
Others describe a scenario in which a person wears a 
consecrated garment and tears another consecrated 
garment (Shita Mekubbetzet). Alternatively, one tears 
a piece of a consecrated garment and sews it as a 
patch or decoration of another consecrated garment, 
which he is wearing. In such a case, the benefit from 
the garment which he is wearing includes benefit 
from the transplanted patch, which has not itself 
been damaged, but the damage has been inflicted 
on the garment from which the patch is torn, and 
the individual does not benefit from that garment 
(Rambam). 


One is not liable for misuse until he derives bene- 
fit...and causes damage of the value of one peruta 
to one item - mpna mwa osD")...maaw ay dyn xb 
‘INK 3273: Once it is established that one is liable for 
misuse only if he derives benefit equal to the value of 
one peruta and causes one peruta worth of damage, 
the question arises: With regard to the benefit and 
the damage, which of these two criteria is the cause 
of the liability for misuse, and which one is merely a 
precondition for determining that the act constitutes 
misuse? The answer to this question affects which 
sum the individual must pay the Temple treasury, 
he value of the benefit or the value of the damage. 

The later commentaries cite three answers to this 
question from the early commentaries. According 
o Rashi, the essence of misuse is causing damage 
o consecrated property; accordingly, the individual 
must pay the sum of the damage. Others maintain 
hat the essence of misuse is deriving unsanctioned 
benefit from consecrated property, and therefore he 
must pay the value of the benefit he derived (Ram- 
bam). The third opinion (Tosafot) is that the essence 
of misuse is a combination of deriving benefit from 
and causing damage to consecrated property, and 
consequently he pays the larger of the two sums 
(Havruta; see Etvan DeOraita). 


One drank from a gold cup - ayw Dia mg: Most 
commentaries explain this principle as follows: Each 
person who drinks from the cup is liable for misuse, 
as the cup has inherent sanctity, and therefore its 
consecrated status cannot be compromised and it 
is always subject to misuse. If an item does not have 
inherent sanctity, once it is subject to misuse it loses 
its consecrated status and is not subject to further 
misuse. 

The Rambam rules, apparently based on the 
mishna, that every consecrated item, including one 
consecrated for Temple maintenance, is subject to 
repeated misuse provided that one does not transfer 
it to another. Furthermore, the Rambam explains 
that the mishna’s term: Animal, applies to any animal 
owned by the Temple treasury, whether kosher or 
non-kosher, blemished or unblemished, while the 
term: Service vessel, refers to all work or labor utensils, 
not only those used in the Temple service. 
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MISHNA If one derived benefit equal to half of a 


peruta from a consecrated item and caused 
it half of a peruta of damage, or if he derived benefit equal to the 
value of one peruta from a consecrated item that has the potential 
to be damaged and caused damage of the value of one peruta to 
another consecrated item" but derived no benefit from it, he is 
exempt. The reason is that one is not liable for misuse until he 
derives benefit of the value of one peruta from a consecrated item 
and causes damage of the value of one peruta to one, i.e., the 
same item." 


One is liable for misuse after misuse" in consecrated items only in 
the case of an animal and in the case of service vessels. How so? 
Ifone rode upon a sacrificial animal, and another person came and 
rode upon that animal, and yet another came and rode upon it 
as well, all of them are liable for misuse of the animal. In the case 
of service vessels, if one drank from a gold cup," and another 
came and drank from that cup, and yet another individual came 
and drank from it, all of them are liable for misuse of the cup. If 
one removed wool from a sin offering," and another came and 
removed wool from that animal, and yet another person came and 
removed wool from it, all of them are liable for misuse of the 
animal. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: With regard to any consecrated 
item that is not subject to redemption, there is liability for misuse 
after misuse with regard to it. 


G E M ARA According to the mishna, one can be liable 


for misuse after misuse only in the case of 
an animal or service vessels. The Gemara inquires: Whose opinion 
is expressed in the mishna? It is the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, as 
it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta 2:6): One is liable for misuse after 
misuse only in the case of an animal alone. Since an animal desig- 
nated for sacrifice is not awaiting redemption or sale, its sanctity is 
not compromised when someone misuses it. It is therefore suscep- 
tible to repeated misuse. But with regard to service vessels, as 
according to the first tanna of the baraita they may be redeemed, 
their sanctity is compromised after they are misused even once, and 
they are no longer subject to misuse. Rabbi Nehemya says: One is 
liable for misuse both in the case of an animal and in the case of 
service vessels. 


HALAKHA 


Misuse after misuse -byin Bini byin: According to the Rambam, 


no consecrated property is subject to repeated misuse, except 
for animals and work utensils. How so? If one chops with an ax 
belonging to the Temple treasury, deriving benefit of the value 
of one peruta and causing damage worth one peruta, and others 
subsequently do the same, each of them is liable for misuse. If the 
first individual takes the ax and gives it as a gift to another, the firs 
person alone is liable for misuse. Similarly, if he rides on a donkey 
belonging to the Temple treasury, deriving benefit of the value o 
one peruta and causing damage worth one peruta, and others do 
the same, each is liable for misuse. If the first individual gives the 
donkey as a gift, or sells it or rents it, to another person, the firs 
person alone is liable for misuse. 

The Ra'avad writes that the Rambam’s ruling is incorrect, as i 
follows the ruling of the Tosefta, which contradicts the mishna and 
Gemara here. The mishna here states that only animals and service 
vessels are subject to repeated misuse. This category of animals 


includes only kosher animals that are fit as offerings, not donkeys. 


With regard to service vessels, the mishna includes only those 
vessels that are fit to be used in the sacrificial rite and which are not 
subject to redemption. But with regard to a type of utensil which is 
unfit for use in the sacrificial rite and is subject to redemption, once 
one person derives benefit from it and causes it damage, it is no 
longer subject to misuse. Although the Rambam’s opinion is based 
on the Tosefta, the halakha is generally not in accordance with 
the Tosefta when its statements do not accord with the mishna 
and Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 6:3-4, and see 
Maggid Mishne there). 


If one removed wool from a sin offering, etc. — >) XEN pa whn: 
Unblemished animals consecrated for the altar are subject to 
repeated misuse. How so? If several people in turn detach wool 
from an animal consecrated as a sin offering, each is guilty of 
misuse. Some maintain that this halakha applies only to offerings 
of the most sacred order (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 6:5 
and Kesef Mishne there). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the reason of the first tanna in the baraita, 
who rules that service vessels are not susceptible to repeated misuse? 
The Gemara answers that he holds that the halakha of misuse is writ- 
ten with regard to the case of an animal. As it is written: “If anyone 

commits a misuse, and sins through error, in the sacred items of the 

Lord, then he shall bring his guilt offering to the Lord ...and the priest 

shall make atonement for him with the ram of the guilt offering," 

and he shall be forgiven” (Leviticus 5:15-16). It is derived from here 

that the liability for repeated misuse applies only to an animal. 


And Rabbi Nehemya could have said to you, in response, the fol- 
lowing a fortiori inference: If a service vessel brings other materials 
placed in them to their state of sanctity, thereby rendering those 
materials susceptible to misuse after misuse, all the more so is it not 
clear that the vessel itself should be susceptible to misuse after misuse. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: With regard 
to any consecrated item that is not subject to redemption, there is 
liability for misuse after misuse. The Gemara raises a difficulty: This 
opinion is the same as that of the first tanna. Why is this ruling 
presented as a dissenting opinion? Rava said: There is a difference 
between them in the case of donated wood. The first tanna maintains 
that wood does not have the status of an item consecrated as an offer- 
ing; rather, it has the status of an item consecrated for Temple main- 
tenance, and is therefore not subject to repeated misuse. By contrast, 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that wood has the status of items conse- 
crated as an offering, which is not subject to damage and is therefore 
subject to repeated misuse. 


As the Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to one who says, in 
the form of a vow: It is incumbent upon me to bring wood" to the 
Temple, he must not bring fewer than two logs for the arrangement 
on the altar. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Wood is considered an 
offering, as it is placed upon the altar, and therefore it requires salt, 
and it requires waving, like a meal offering. 


Rava says: According to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
wood donated in this manner requires more wood as an accompani- 
ment, so that the donated sacrificial wood is sacrificed in the same 
manner as other donated offerings. And Rav Pappa further says: 
According to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, wood donated 
in this manner requires the removal of a handful. Similar to the 
rite of a meal offering, a portion of the wood must be removed and 
burned first. 


Rav Pappa said that there is another difference between the opinion 
of the first tanna and that of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. If there were 
unblemished animals consecrated for the altar, and they became 
blemished and were disqualified from being sacrificed as offerings, 
and someone transgressed and slaughtered them™ before they 
were redeemed, in this case there is a difference between the 
opinion of the first tanna and that of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


HALAKHA 


One who says, it is incumbent upon me to bring wood — 
myy by I Wixi: If one pledges to the Temple treasury: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring wood, he must bring no fewer than 
two logs, the thickness of which must be that of a level used for 
smoothing out a mound of grain in a container whose volume 
is one se'a and whose length must be one cubit. This ruling is 
in accordance with the mishna in Shekalim 18a (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 16:13). 


Unblemished animals consecrated for the altar and they 
became blemished and someone transgressed and slaugh- 
tered them — jonvn ray) Paya Sys WYN PIPAN mam wtp: 
If an animal consecrated for the altar suffers a permanent 
blemish and is slaughtered before it is redeemed, it may still 
be redeemed and then eaten, provided that it was redeemed 
while it was still twitching after the slaughter. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 1:11). 
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NOTES 


As it is written, with the ram of the guilt offering - 
DONI bya an: The commentaries explain that this 
derivation is based on a redundancy in the verse. Since 
the Torah has already stated with regard to the offering 
required of one who commits misuse: “Then he shall bring 
his guilt offering to the Lord, a ram without blemish out 
of the flock, according to your valuation” (Leviticus 5:15), 
it is unnecessary to repeat that one brings a ram as a guilt 
offering in the subsequent verse: “And the priest shall 
make atonement for him with the ram of the guilt offering” 
(Leviticus 5:16). The verse could simply have stated: The 
priest shall atone for him. It is derived from the repetition 
that the offering retains the status of a guilt offering even 
after this consecrated animal itself is misused, and it is 
therefore subject to repeated misuse. Since the superflu- 
ous phrase is referring to an animal, the derivation applies 
only to consecrated animals, not to service vessels (Rashi; 
Tosafot). 


Unblemished animals consecrated for the altar, and 
they became blemished and someone transgressed 
and slaughtered them, etc. — wy poan nat wtp 
na poga ay) paw ya: There is a version of the text 
which omits the phrase: And one transgressed and 
slaughtered them. According to this version, Rav Pappa 
is explaining that the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
disagree with regard to unblemished animals consecrated 
for the maintenance of the Temple which then become 
blemished, although they remain alive. According to 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who holds that these animals may 
be redeemed only if they are stood before a priest and 
formally valuated, they are subject to repeated misuse due 
to their stringent sanctity. By contrast, according to the 
Rabbis, who maintain that the animals may be redeemed 
without formal presentation and valuation, their sanctity is 
not as stringent, and therefore the animals are not subject 
to repeated misuse (Rabbi Akiva Eiger, explaining Tosafot; 
Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Maharam). 
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HALAKHA 


In a case where one took for his use a consecrated 
stone or a beam - wp by MTP IX Jax boy: According 
to the Rambam, if one takes a stone or beam belonging 
to the Temple treasury he is not guilty of misuse, pro- 
vided that he has not derived benefit from it. The Ra‘avad 
qualifies this ruling, stating that this is the halakha only 
with regard to the Temple treasurer, who is licensed to 
handle the property. Since the consecrated items are in 
his possession, he cannot be considered to have seized 
them from the Temple treasury simply by taking hold of 
them. Similarly, one cannot be guilty of misuse of an item 
that he himself has consecrated simply by taking hold of 
it, if he has not yet transferred it from his possession into 
the care of the Temple treasury (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me‘ila 6:8 and Ra’avad there). 


Perek V 
Daf20 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


If he built it into his house - ima Jina Aga: If one takes 
a stone or a beam belonging to the Temple treasury and 
builds it into his house, he is liable for misuse. The Ra'avad 
adds that this is the halakha only if he is the Temple 
reasurer, when his action does not appear to be theft. 
f the individual places the item upon the window in 
he roof without attaching it, he is liable for misuse only 
when he derives benefit equal to the value of one peruta 
rom living beneath it. This ruling is in accordance with 
he mishna and Rav’s explanation (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 6:8). 


If he gave the peruta to a bathhouse attendant - man) 
tab: If one takes a consecrated peruta and gives it to a 
bathhouse attendant as an admission fee, he is guilty of 
misuse even before he washes in the bathhouse. The 
reason is that by paying the fee he procures the benefit 
of admission at any time he desires (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 6:9). 


One’s consumption and another's consumption, etc. - 
‘apr fran nba inya: If one eats consecrated property 

and also feeds another from it; or if he derives benefit 
from it and provides another benefit from it; or if he 

eats from it and provides another benefit from it; or if he 

feeds another and he himself derives benefit from it; all 

of these actions combine. If there is at least one peruta of 
benefit from the combined actions, he is guilty of misuse 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:3). 


LANGUAGE 


Bathhouse attendant [ballan] — tha: From the Greek 
Badavetc, balaneus, one who works in a bathhouse. 


Treasurer [gizbar] — vats: The word gizbar appears in 
the Bible (Ezra 1:8) and is derived from the Old Persian 
ganzabara. Ganz means a treasure, while bara is a verbal 
element meaning bearer, frequently used as a gram- 
matical agent. 
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And indeed, it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and 
the Rabbis engage in a dispute in that case: If there were unblem- 
ished animals consecrated for the altar, and they became blem- 
ished, and someone transgressed and slaughtered them, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi says: The consecrated animals may no longer be 
redeemed, as it is written: “He shall stand the animal before the 
priest. And the priest shall value it” (Leviticus 27:11-12). A dead 
animal cannot be stood before the priest, and therefore the animal 
carcasses must be buried. 


But the Rabbis say: The animals should be redeemed. Since Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi maintains the animals may not be redeemed, this 
indicates that they have inherent sanctity, and therefore they are 
subject to repeated misuse. By contrast, the first tanna, like the 
Rabbis, holds that their sanctity is a function of their value, and 
consequently they are not subject to repeated misuse. 


MISHN 


liable for its misuse. 


In a case where one took for his use a conse- 
crated stone or a beam," that person is not 


If he gave the stone or the beam to another, he is liable for its 
misuse and the other person is not liable for its misuse. If he built 
the stone or the beam into his house," he is not liable for its misuse 
until he resides beneath it and derives benefit equal to the value of 
one peruta from it. 


If one took for his use a consecrated peruta, that person is not 
liable for its misuse. If he gave the peruta to another, he is liable 
for its misuse and the other person is not liable for its misuse. If 
he gave the peruta to a bathhouse attendant [Jevallan],"' although 
he did not bathe, he is liable for misuse of the peruta. The reason 
is that at the moment he receives the peruta, the attendant in effect 
says to the owner of the peruta: The bathhouse is open before you, 
enter and bathe. The benefit derived from that availability is worth 
one peruta. 


One’s consumption of half of a peruta of consecrated food and 
another’s consumption" of half of a peruta of consecrated food that 
the first person fed him; and likewise one’s benefit of half of a peruta 
derived from a consecrated item and another’s benefit of half of 
a peruta derived from a consecrated item that the first person pro- 
vided him; and similarly one’s consumption and another’s benefit 
derived or one’s benefit derived and another’s consumption, all 
these join together to constitute the requisite measure of one peruta 
for liability for misuse, and that is the halakha even if much time 
has passed between these various acts of consumption and deriving 


of benefit. 
G E M A The mishna teaches that if one takes a stone 
or a beam belonging to the Temple treasury, 
he is not liable for misuse, but if he gives it to another he is liable for 
misuse. The Gemara asks: What is different with regard to him 
retaining possession of the item, and what is different with regard 
to him giving it to another, that he is rendered liable when he gives 
it to another? Shmuel said: We are dealing with a treasurer [begiz- 
bar]! of the Temple, to whom the consecrated property is given. 
Since all the consecrated property is meant to be in his possession 
and charge, he is not guilty of misuse, provided that he does not 
transfer it to another. 
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§ The mishna teaches: If he built the stone or the beam into his 
house, he is not liable for its misuse until he resides beneath it and 
derives benefit equal to the value of one peruta from it. The Gemara 
asks: Why do I need the mishna to state that the individual is not 
liable until he resides beneath it? That is not precise, as once he 
has changed it, by chiseling it for the purpose of fitting it into the 
structure, he has already committed misuse." Rav says: In this 
instance, the individual in question did not change the item in order 
to build with it. Rather, this is referring to a case where he placed 
it upon a window.’ Since mere placement does not constitute a 
change, there is no misuse until he lives beneath it. 


The Gemara notes: And nevertheless, once he built it and subse- 
quently derived benefit from it, in any event he has committed 

misuse. Although the halakha is that misuse does not apply to items 

that are attached to the ground, this does not apply to an item built 
into a structure. Let us say that this statement supports the opinion 

of Rav, as Rav said: With regard to one who prostrates himself 
to a house" in an act of idolatry, he renders the house prohibited. 
The house assumes the status of a worshipped item, from which one 

may not derive benefit. Notwithstanding the halakha that an item 

attached to the ground does not become prohibited as an object of 
idolatry, the house does not assume the status of an item attached 

to the ground, since it is built of materials that were earlier detached 

from the ground. 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Ika, said: The mishna does not necessarily 
support the opinion of Rav. It can be claimed that the item is subject 
to misuse even if one maintains that a detached item which becomes 
attached gains the status of an attached item, in accordance with the 
opinion that if someone worships a house, he does not render it 
prohibited. Nevertheless, in the case of the stone or beam the indi- 
vidual is liable for misuse, due to another principle: With regard to 
misuse, the Torah prohibited all benefit that appears readily to the 
eyes," e.g., one who uses consecrated property as building materials. 
It makes no difference that the item is now attached to the ground. 


The Gemara suggests another proof for Rav’s opinion that an item 
which was previously detached and then becomes attached to the 
ground retains the status of a detached item. Let us say that a baraita 
supports the opinion of Rav: With regard to one who resides in a 
house consecrated to the Temple treasury, once he derives benefit 
from the house he has committed misuse. Evidently, the built 
house is considered detached, which is why it is subject to misuse. 
Reish Lakish said: This baraita does not support the opinion of 
Rav either. There, the baraita is speaking of a case where he conse- 
crated the detached building materials and ultimately built the 
house." Since the items were detached when he consecrated them, 
the prohibition of misuse applies even if they were subsequently 
attached to the ground. 


NOTES 


As once he has changed it he has committed misuse — 13 
bya mw: The early authorities discuss this matter at some 
length: see the commentaries on Bava Kamma 20b. Placing 
a stone or a beam in a structure without altering the stone 
or beam itself does not constitute a halakhic change, as it is 
change in which the item can revert to its previous state. This 
is considered merely an adjustment in the placement of the 
item in question. If so, what is the change to which the Gemara 
is referring? Some explain that inserting an item into a new 
position in a constructed building, from which it is not meant to 
be moved, constitutes a permanent change (Meiri; see Rashi’s 
second interpretation). Others similarly suggest that when one 
connects the item to a building it is considered to be part of the 
ground (Shita Mekubbetzet). 

Yet others reject this interpretation, claiming that the act of 
incorporating an item into a building in and of itself does not 
constitute misuse. Rather, the change is the act of chiseling 
the item into the precise form and size necessary to use it for 
building. Accordingly, when it is suggested that the mishna is 


speaking about placing the item upon a window, this is referring 
to a case where it is not chiseled first. In that case, one would 
be liable for misusing the item only once he dwells beneath it 
(Tosafot; Rashba; Rashi's first interpretation). 


The Torah prohibited benefit that appears to the eyes — AKI 
MN TIN yy NYUT: Some explain that although the item 
is considered attached to the ground, the act of attaching the 
stone or beam is a discernible benefit that constitutes misuse 
(Rashi). Alternatively, the readily apparent benefit is that the 
item is placed upon the window, and it is therefore visible from 
outside the building (Tosafot). 

Others explain that incorporating the consecrated item into 
an attached building is not called a benefit which appears to the 
eyes, which is why it is not considered misuse. Rather, the benefit 
gained by residing under the attached item is called a benefit 
which appears to the eyes, and is therefore considered misuse 
(Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
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BACKGROUND 

Window - nany: Many homes were built with a window 
in the center of the roof. The window would often serve 
as an exhaust vent for the fire that would be lit in the 
oven, or for the fireplace opposite this opening in the 
roof. Furthermore, when people would lay out fruit to be 
dried on their roofs, the window provided a convenient 
access point to the roof. To protect the inhabitants and the 
contents of the house, some owners would place a large 
stone or a beam over the window in the rainy season. 


Skylights at the bathhouse in Pompeii 


HALAKHA 
One who prostrates himself to a house — mab mnnwan: 
If one prostrates himself to a built house, it is prohibited to 
derive benefit from the house. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Avoda Zara 8:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 145:3). 


He consecrated the materials and ultimately built the 
house - {x22 aaa iwp: If one consecrates wood 
and stones and builds a house from them, living in the 
house constitutes misuse. This halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 5:5). 
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HALAKHA 
He built the house and ultimately sanctified it - ‘x23 
iwp arpa: If one consecrates a built house, living in the 
hones does not constitute misuse. This ruling is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Mela 5:5). 
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In light of Reish Lakish’s interpretation, the Gemara objects: But 
if he built the house and ultimately sanctified it" when it was 
attached to the ground, what is the halakha? Evidently, he has not 
committed misuse. If so, why does the tanna of the baraita run 
specifically to teach the subsequent case: With regard to one who 
resides in a consecrated house of a cave, i.e., a domicile that has 
always been attached and was not built from detached components, 
he has not committed misuse, as an attached item is not subject 
to misuse. Why does the baraita mention this very different case? 
Let the baraita say simply: With regard to one who resides in a 
stone house, which he built and ultimately sanctified, he has not 
committed misuse. 


The Gemara explains: One can say that although the tanna could 
have taught the case of the built house instead of a cave, he preferred 
to mention a cave, as this case of the cave is conclusive for him. 
Under all circumstances, one who lives in a consecrated cave is 
exempt from misuse, because the cave was always attached to the 
ground. By contrast, that case of the built house is not conclusive 
for him, as a consecrated house is not always exempt from misuse. 
If the house is built from previously consecrated materials, one who 
lives within it is liable for misuse. 
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Several of the major principles of the halakhot of misuse were clarified in this chapter. 
If one derives benefit equal to the value of one peruta from consecrated property, 
regardless of the size of the property, he is guilty of misuse. This is the halakha even 
if he does not damage the item, as the Torah compares the misuse of consecrated 
property to the defiling act committed by an adulterous woman, in which she suffers 
no physical damage. This applies only to an item that is not subject to tangible dam- 
age over its normal course of use, even if a prolonged period of use would cause it 
damage. By contrast, with regard to an item that does suffer damage over the course 
of its normal use, e.g., most garments, one is not liable for misuse of the item unless 
he also causes damage to it. 


Nevertheless, there is a dispute with regard to items that may be subject to damage 
but whose damage is typically not readily apparent, as in the case of clothing that is 
worn between other layers, or expensive garments which are worn only rarely and 
are very carefully protected from damage. According to some Sages, such items are 
subject to misuse even through benefit alone, whereas others maintain that one is 
guilty of misuse only upon deriving benefit from and causing damage to such items. 


Several principles of misuse are derived from the halakhot of teruma. These include 
the halakha that one is guilty of misuse of an item that is subject to damage over 
the course of normal use only if he derives benefit from it and damages it; that the 
one who damages the item must be the same individual who derives benefit from 
it; that he derive benefit from the same item that he damages; that the damage and 
benefit occur at the same time; and that an item attached to the ground is not subject 
to misuse. Moreover, it is derived from the case of teruma that there is agency with 
regard to misuse, i.e., one is liable for misuse if his agent fulfills his agency by per- 
forming misuse. Consumption and deriving benefit by two or more people combine 
to constitute an act of misuse, e.g., in a case where someone consumed the value of 
half of a peruta and fed another the same amount. Even ifan extended period of time 
separated the two actions, they combine to constitute misuse. 


There is a dispute among the Sages with regard to the ruling that one is guilty of 
misuse if he takes a consecrated item to use for another sacrificial purpose, e.g., for 
purchasing an offering. Some say that he is guilty of misuse as soon as he spends 
the consecrated funds, or, according to another interpretation, he is guilty when he 
brings the offering to the Temple courtyard and discharges his obligation to provide 
a sacred offering. Others maintain that he is guilty of misuse only when the blood of 
the offering is presented, thereby effecting his atonement. 


With regard to one who derives benefit from an animal offering of the most sacred 
order, if the animal is unblemished, he is guilty of misuse as soon as he derives benefit 
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from it, even if he does not cause it damage. If the animal is blemished, he is guilty 
of misuse only if he also causes damage to the animal. 


Another topic explored in the chapter is misuse after misuse, i.e., repeated misuse. It 
was determined that in the case of items consecrated for Temple maintenance or for 
their monetary value, they lose their sanctity as soon as they are misused, and they 
are therefore not subject to repeated misuse. With regard to a consecrated animal, 
which has stringent inherent sanctity, it does not lose its sanctity when it is misused, 
which means that it is subject to repeated misuse. The Sages discuss the halakha 
of service vessels. Some maintain that as these utensils cause other materials to 
attain stringent sanctity, they themselves always retain their sanctity even if they are 
misused, and consequently they are subject to repeated misuse. Others reject this 
reasoning, insisting that sacred utensils are not subject to repeated misuse. 


Finally, the chapter also addressed the issue of building with sacred materials. 
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If anyone commits a misuse, and sins through error 
in the sacred items of the Lord, then he shall bring his 
guilt offering to the Lord, a ram without blemish out 
of the flock, according to your valuation in silver by 
shekels, after the shekel of the Sanctuary, for a guilt 
offering. And he shall make restitution for that which 
he has sinned in the sacred item, and shall add one- 
fifth to it, and give it to the priest; and the priest shall 
make atonement for him with the ram of the guilt 


offering, and he shall be forgiven. 


(Leviticus 5:15-16) 


If one transgresses and unwittingly derives benefit from a consecrated item he is liable 
for misuse. He must bring an offering and repay the value of the benefit he derived 
as well as an additional fifth. This chapter discusses the halakha in a case where one 
causes his agent to derive benefit from a consecrated item or consecrated money, 
without the agent’s knowledge. Does it matter if the agent fulfills his instructions or 
deviates from his agency? 


Although there is a principle that there is no agency for transgression, i.e., one is 
not liable for any transgression committed by his agent, the prohibition of misuse 
differs in this regard. This is because the halakhot of misuse are derived through a 
verbal analogy with the halakhot of teruma, and therefore the halakha is that just as 
there is agency for teruma, so too there is agency for misuse. Alternatively, agency for 
misuse is derived from the verse: “That soul shall be guilty” (Numbers 5:6), which 
is interpreted as referring to the one who initially sinned unwittingly, i.e., the one 
who appointed the agent. 


This issue has various ramifications. For example, granted that there is agency for 
misuse, and the one who appoints the agent is liable, but this applies only if the 
agent fulfills the instructions of the one who appointed him. If the agent deviates in 
his agency he is no longer acting as an agent, and the one who appointed him is not 
liable. The chapter therefore discusses the definition ofa deviation from one’s agency. 


Another case that requires clarification is that of one who appoints an agent who is 
not halakhically competent, e.g., a deaf-mute, imbecile or a minor. Does it make a 
difference with regard to the liability of the one who appointed them whether or not 
they fulfill their agency? 


The chapter also discusses the case of one who sends a consecrated item with an agent 
but remembers that it is consecrated before the agent fulfills his agency. Since only 
unwitting actions entail liability for misuse, what is the halakha here? What if the 
agent also remembers that the item is consecrated before he has fulfilled his agency? 
Furthermore, in such cases, is there anything that the one who appointed the agent 
can do to prevent the agent from transgressing the prohibition against misuse? 


These are the main topics of this chapter. 
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MI S H N A With regard to an agent who performed his 


agency properly, if he was tasked to make 
use of a particular item, and the one who appointed him forgot that 
it was a consecrated item, the homeowner, who appointed him, is 
liable for misuse of the consecrated item, as the agent acted on his 
behalf. Contrary to other cases of agency, where the guiding prin- 
ciple is that there is no agency in the performance ofa transgression, 
and the agent is liable, in this case there is agency, and the home- 
owner is liable for the action of the agent. But ifhe did not perform 
his agency properly, the agent is liable for misuse" of the conse- 
crated item, as once the agent deviates from his agency, he ceases to 
be an agent, and his actions are attributable to him. 


How so? If the homeowner said to the agent: Give meat to the 
guests, and he gave them liver; or if he said: Give them liver, and 
he gave them meat, the agent is liable for misuse of the conse- 
crated item, as he deviated from his agency. If the homeowner said 
to the agent: Give them meat, a piece for this guest and a piece for 
that guest, and the agent says: Each of you take two pieces, and 
each of the guests took three pieces, all of them are liable for 
misuse. The homeowner is liable for their consumption of the first 
piece of meat, as with regard to that piece his instructions were 
fulfilled. The agent is liable for the second piece, which he added to 
the instructions of the homeowner. Finally, the guests are liable for 
the third piece, which they took at their own initiative beyond the 
instructions of the agent. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that an agent is consid- 


ered to have diverged from the instructions 
of the homeowner if he gives each of the guests liver instead of meat 
or vice versa. This indicates that meat and liver are considered 
two different types of items, as giving one in place of the other 
would normally be done only after consultation with the home- 
owner. The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught this halakha, 
that any case involving an item about which the agent would nor- 
mally consult whether to give it or to give another item in its stead 
is considered to involve two separate items with regard to the 
prohibition of misuse? 


Rav Hisda said that this is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva. As we learned in a mishna (Nedarim 54a): In the case 
of one who takes a vow that vegetables are prohibited to him," 
without specifying which types of vegetable, he is permitted to eat 
gourds,’ as people do not typically include gourds in the category 
of vegetables; but Rabbi Akiva deems it prohibited for him to eat 
gourds. Rabbi Akiva maintains that as an agent would consult the 
homeowner before buying gourds instead of vegetables, they are in 
the same category. He reasons that if they were not both in the same 
category, the agent would not even bother consulting the home- 
owner if he would prefer gourds instead. Therefore, Rabbi Akiva 
maintains that any item about which the agent would ask is included 
in the same category as the item he specified, and they are not two 
separate items. 


HALAKHA 

Agency with regard to misuse — aby paw mmvbw: 
n a case where one unwittingly took sacrificial food or 
consecrated money and gave it to an agent to purchase 
non-sacred items or to give to another, if the agent per- 
formed his agency properly, the one who appointed 
him is liable for misuse. If the agent did not perform his 
agency properly, it is the agent who is liable for misuse. 
For example, if one said to an agent: Give consecrated 
meat to the guests, and he went and gave them a loaf of 
bread, or some liver (Mahari Kurkus); or if one said: Give 
hem a loaf of bread, and the agent gave them meat, the 
agent is liable for misuse of the consecrated item, as he 
deviated from his agency. 

If he said to the agent: Give a piece of meat to each 
of the guests, and the agent said to the guests: Each of 
you take two pieces, and each of the guests did so, the 
one who appointed the agent is liable, as the agent did 
as instructed, while the agent is exempt, since he added 
to his instruction but did not uproot his agency entirely. If 
he said to the guests: Each of you take two pieces of meat 
on my responsibility, they are both liable for misuse. If the 
guests each took three pieces of meat, they are also liable 
for misuse, as each of them performed the agency they 
were given and added to it of their own volition (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 7:1). 


HALAKHA 


One who takes a vow that vegetables are prohibited 
to him - py pa WHat: If one takes a vow not to eat veg- 
etables, he is permitted to eat gourds. This halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva and Ulla’s 
explanation of his statement in tractate Nedarim (Ram- 
bam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 9:10, and see Radbaz 
and Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 217:4, 
and see Derisha and Shakh there). 


BACKGROUND 


Gourds — porn: The gourds in the Mishna are not the 
gourds typically found today from the Cucurbita family; 
rather the reference is to the calabash or bottle gourd, 
Lagenaria vulgaris, typically called delaʻat in the Talmud, a 
leafy summer vegetable from the gourd family. It gener- 
ally grows lying on the ground although it can also be trel- 
lised on trees. The fruit of the calabash is greenish white, 
large, 40-50 cm by 25-30 cm, and shaped like a bottle or 
jug. The young calabash is typically eaten cooked and its 
seeds are eaten for dessert. From the Gemara it is clear that 
uncooked gourds served as animal feed. 

Due to their importance, plots of land were set aside for 
growing gourds. They were sold in stores, and the custom 
was to hang them at the entrance to the store to display 
their quality to passersby. 


‘(D411 P!-MEILA-PEREKVI-20B 379 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


PERSONALITIES 


Nahmani — »yana: The commentaries disagree as to 
the reason that this name was attributed to Abaye. 
The geonim had a tradition that Abaye’s real name 
was Nahmani. He was raised by his uncle, Rabba bar 
Nahmani. Rabba bar Nahmani would not call Abaye by 
the name of his own father, which would have been 
a violation of the mitzva to hold one's father in awe. 
According to this explanation, the name Abaye was 
an acronym for the verse “Asher bekha yeruham yatom,” 
meaning: “It is in You that an orphan will find mercy” 
(Hosea 14:4). According to Rashi, his real name was 
Abaye, and he was called Nahmani either because he 
grew up in the Nahmani household or because Rabba 
would affectionately call him by his father's name. 


NOTES 


Meat of fish — O34 Wa: The Rambam (Sefer Hafla'a, 
Hilkhot Nedarim 9: 6) rules in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva that any item with regard to 
which the agent consults the one who appointed him 
is considered the same type as the one for which he 
was sent, with regard to vows. But in the case of meat 
he distinguishes between the meat of birds, which is 
always in the category of meat, and fish, whose status 
depends on whether an agent would consult the one 
who appointed him about it. 

The early commentaries question the opinion of the 
Rambam, as the Gemara indicates that it is only in rare 
cases, €.g., after one undergoes bloodletting, that fish 
is not included in the category of meat. Some authori- 
ties reject the Rambam’s ruling in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (see Shita Mekubbetzet); 
others reject his opinion with regard to fish (Rashba). 
According to other commentaries, the Rambam’s rul- 
ing is based on an unattributed mishna in Hullin 104a, 
where it is stated that if one takes a vow that meat is 
prohibited to him, he may eat fish and grasshoppers. 
They contend that the contrary opinion in the Gemara 
here is merely a refutation of the previous statement, 
not a normative halakhic ruling (Rabbi Avraham min 
HaHar; see Meiri). 


BACKGROUND 


Innards — O77: In talmudic times and for many 
subsequent generations, the innards of an animal 
were not considered important in terms of food. They 
were held to be of lower quality than the main cuts of 
meat, containing the muscle and fat. For this reason, 
not only the windpipe but also the liver, spleen, heart, 
lungs, and other internal organs served as food only 
for poor people. 


Bloodletting — mp: Bloodletting was for many gen- 
erations considered beneficial to one's health and was 
also considered to be a cure for specific ailments. Many 
people would regularly undergo bloodletting. In some 
places they used leeches for this purpose. 

Since the loss of a significant amount of blood 
causes one to feel weak, specific foods were recom- 
mended after bloodletting that were considered ben- 
eficial for replacing the lost blood: Foods with high 
nutritional value or those that are digested quickly and 
have a high sugar content, which provide immediate 
energy. Foods that were considered to be damaging 
after bloodletting were low in calories or were digested 
slowly. 


His heart rate accelerates and flies like a bird - m3 
NYS ma: This phrase, which appears in several 
places i in the Gemara, refers to the sensation that one 
is about to lose consciousness, which can be caused 
by blood loss. It is accompanied by a racing pulse and 
unusual feeling of lightness. 
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Abaye said: You may even say that the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as doesn’t Rabbi Akiva concede that 
the agent needs to consult the one who appointed him? Since the 
agent failed to consult him, and he acted on his own when he gave 
liver instead of meat, he is not considered to have performed his 
agency. Consequently, he is liable for misuse. In other words, the 
ruling of the mishna is not due to the fact that meat and liver are 
considered two different types of items, but because the agent failed 
to perform his agency. When the Rabbis said this halakha before 
Rava, he said to them: Nahmani,’ i.e., Abaye, is saying well. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who disagrees with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva in the mishna in tractate Nedarim? The Gemara 
answers that it is Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, as it is taught in a 
baraita: With regard to one who takes a vow that meat is forbidden 
to him," he is prohibited from eating all types of meat, and is pro- 
hibited from eating meat of the head, of the feet, of the windpipe, 
of the liver, and of the heart, despite the fact that people do not 
typically eat meat from those parts of the body. And it is prohibited 
for him to eat meat of birds, as that too is popularly called meat. But 
it is permitted for him to eat the meat of fish" and grasshoppers, 
as their flesh is not called meat. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel per- 
mits him to eat meat of the head, of the feet, of the windpipe, of 
the liver, of the heart, of birds, and needless to say also of fish and 
of grasshoppers. 


And Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel would likewise say: Innards® 
are not considered meat, and one who eats them is not a person, 
i.e, innards are unfit for human consumption. It can be inferred from 
here that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel disagrees with Rabbi Akiva 
and maintains that although an agent who fails to find meat would 
consult the one who appointed him and then replace the meat with 
liver, the liver is not considered meat with regard to vows. 


With regard to the above baraita, the Gemara asks: And according 
to the opinion of the first tanna, what is different about meat of 
birds that he considers it in the same category as regular meat? It 
must be because a person normally says, when he cannot find meat 
and returns to the one who appointed him: I did not find meat of 
animals but I brought meat of birds instead. The Gemara asks: If 
so, then also with regard to fish a person is apt to say: I did not find 
meat of an animal, but I brought fish instead. Why, then, is fish 
considered a separate category? 


Rav Pappa said: We are dealing with the day of one’s bloodletting,” 
as a person in that condition does not eat fish. Since it was accepted 
at the time that eating fish after bloodletting is harmful, the agent 
would never consider buying fish instead of meat, and would not 
even consult with the one who appointed him as to whether or not 
to purchase fish. 


The Gemara asks: If so, he would not eat birds either, as Shmuel 
said: With regard to one who lets blood and eats the meat ofa bird, 
his heart rate accelerates and flies like a bird.’ Clearly, bird meat is 
also deleterious for one’s health after bloodletting. And furthermore 
it is taught in a baraita: One does not let blood before eating fish, 
nor before eating birds, nor before eating salted meat. 


HALAKHA 


One who takes a vow that meat is forbidden to him - 
Wait: With regard to a locale where one who was sent to purchase 
meat and could not find any would consult with the one who 
appointed him whether or not to purchase fish instead, if one took 
an oath or vow not to eat meat, he is prohibited from eating even 
fish. In a place where this is not the usual practice, one who takes 
an oath or vow not to eat meat may not eat animal meat or bird 


paia meat, nor the innards, head, feet, windpipe, or heart. In both cases, 
he is permitted to eat grasshoppers. If it is clear that his intent was 
only to prohibit animal meat to himself, he is permitted to eat fish 
and birds (Rema, citing Tur and Ran), even if it is a place where 
the agent would consult before purchasing fish. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 


Hilkhot Nedarim 9:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 217:8). 
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Rather, Rav Pappa said: We are dealing with a case which occurred 
on a day that his eyes hurt him, as people do not eat fish on that 
day, since fish are harmful to the eyes. Therefore, the agent would 
neither purchase fish nor consult with the homeowner whether to 
do so. 


Q The mishna teaches: If the homeowner said to the agent: Give 
him meat, a piece for each guest, and the agent says: Each of you 
take two pieces, and each of the guests took three pieces, all of them 
are liable for misuse. The Gemara suggests: One can learn from the 
mishna that if an agent adds to his agency he is still considered an 
agent, and therefore the one who appointed him is also liable, as the 
agent did not uproot his instructions entirely. 


Rav Sheshet said that this inference is not necessarily correct, 
because the mishna can be explained as referring specifically to a 
case where the agent said to the guests: Take one piece of meat in 
accordance with the intent of the homeowner and one piece in 
accordance with my intent. 


Rav Sheshet adds that it is necessary for the mishna to teach this 
halakha, lest you say that the agent has uprooted the agency of 
the homeowner by adding to his instructions, and therefore the 
homeowner is not liable for the prohibition of misuse even for the 
first piece of meat. Consequently, the mishna teaches us that the 
homeowner is also liable. 


MI S HN A If the homeowner said to the agent: Bring 


me this item or this money from the win- 
dow in the wall or from the chest [hadeluskema],' and the agent 
obeyed and brought it to him" from the place that he instructed him, 
even though the homeowner said: In my heart, my desire was only 
that he should bring me the item from that other place, and as he 
brought it from this place’ he did not fulfill my instructions, never- 
theless the homeowner is liable for misuse if the item or money is 
consecrated, as the agent did in fact fulfill his instructions. But if the 
homeowner said to the agent: Bring me this item or this money 
from the window in the wall, and the agent brought it to him from 
the chest;" or if the homeowner said to the agent: Bring me this 
item or this money from the chest, and the agent brought it to him 
from the window, the agent is liable for misuse. 


HALAKHA 


Bring me this item or this money from the window or from the 
chest, and the agent brought it to him - ya ix pont ya) xan 
b wam KAPITI: If one says to his agent: Bring me meat from 
the window and give it to the guests, and that meat was sacrificial 
meat, and the agent went and brought it from the window as 
instructed, the homeowner is liable for misuse, even if he claims 
that he intended to tell the agent to bring it from the chest. The 
reason is that the agent performed his agency as instructed, and 
unspoken matters that remain in the heart are not significant 
matters (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 7:1). 


Bring me this item or this money from the window in the wall, 
and the agent brought it to him from the chest, etc. — p3 b x37 
pr wsappran yah Lampin: If one says to his agent: Bring me 
meat from the window and give it to the guests, and the agent 
brought meat from the chest, or vice versa, and it was sacrificial 
meat, the agent is liable for misuse. In any case when the agent 
does not perform his agency, it is the agent who is liable for 
misuse (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 7:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Chest [deluskema] - KAPD: From the Greek 
YAwoodkopos, glossokomos, meaning case, box, or crate, 
including a coffin or ossuary. 


Ossuary from the Second Temple period 


NOTES 

Only from that other place and he brought it from 
this place — mA KWIT ma xhg: According to some of 
the early commentaries, the homeowner claims that at 
the time he instructed the agent he confused the win- 
dow and the chest. For example, he told him to bring 
an item from the window but he meant the item in the 
chest, or vice versa (Rambam). Others suggest that the 
homeowner told the agent to bring him the item from 
the window or from the chest, but he failed to specify 
which window, or which chest. The homeowner claims 
that the agent misunderstood his intent, and brought the 
item from the wrong window or chest (Tosafot). 
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BACKGROUND 

A deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor — Aviv win 
1m: The members of these three categories are fre- 
quently grouped together due to their actual or pre- 
sumed limited intellectual capacity or inability to act 
responsibly, or both. They are not obligated to perform 
mitzvot, nor are they held responsible for any damage 
they may cause. They also lack the halakhic capacity to 
act as agents. Although the three are often mentioned 
together, there are many differences between the hala- 
khot governing each of them. 


LANGUAGE 
Vat [ma‘atan] — yey: Related to the Arabic root jhe, 
‘tn, meaning softening. A ma‘atan is a large vessel in 
which olives were placed for a certain amount of time 
to soften them, at which point their oil was extracted 
in the olive press. 


382 


ME ILA: PEREK VI: 21A -K3 97 p 


wy OX pp mow wn vang 
wy x byn man hya - immu 
Dynan - imme 


war KIW say vai p VA now 
soy bya nan — man bys 


25a ix mena Dpi emmy» T93 
Dipa baa wpa bw mens” NN) 
wapame mt Sy Soma - san 

Apa mnp T 


pat 717 yawa xp wD “13 
gT oy 172W 


DS ppp) mow wan va npe” 
xy va xd xm Maj ey 
amy 


Dw PIAI pay wy NAN 
Dnt 


In a case where the homeowner sent consecrated money in the hand 

of a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor," who lack halakhic compe- 
tence and cannot be commissioned as agents, in order to purchase an 

item from a storekeeper, if they performed his agency, the home- 
owner is liable for misuse, as his instructions were fulfilled. If they 
did not perform his agency but purchased a different item from the 

storekeeper, the storekeeper is liable for misuse. 


If the homeowner sent the money in the hand of a halakhically com- 
petent person and the homeowner remembered that the money was 
consecrated before the agent reached the storekeeper," the store- 
keeper is liable for misuse when he spends the money for his personal 
use. The homeowner is exempt from liability for misuse, because once 
he remembers that the money is consecrated his misuse is no longer 
unwitting, and one is liable to bring an offering for misuse only for 
unwitting misuse of consecrated property. 


What shall the homeowner do" in a case where he remembers that the 

money is consecrated, in order to prevent the storekeeper from liability 

for misuse? He takes one peruta or a vessel and says: The consecrated 

peruta, wherever it may be, is desacralized with this peruta or vessel. 
The peruta is thereby desacralized, as a consecrated item is desacral- 
ized with money and with an item that has the equivalent value of 
money. The result is that the storekeeper spends non-sacred money. 


GE M ARA The mishna teaches that if the agent did as 


instructed by the homeowner, even if the 
homeowner claimed that he had another desire, it is the homeowner 
who is liable for misuse. The Gemara asks: What is the mishna teach- 
ing us? The Gemara answers: It is teaching that unspoken matters that 
remain in the heart are not significant matters. Therefore it is the 
homeowner who is liable, not the agent, despite the fact that the agent 
did not do what the homeowner desired. 


§ The mishna teaches: In a case where the homeowner sent conse- 
crated money in the hand of a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor, 
who lack halakhic competence and cannot be commissioned as agents, 
in order to purchase an item froma storekeeper, if they performed his 
agency, the homeowner is liable for misuse, as his instructions were 
fulfilled. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But they cannot be involved 
in agency. Since these groups of people lack halakhic competence, they 
cannot be agents; if so, how can the homeowner be liable for misuse? 


Rabbi Elazar says in explanation: The Sages rendered these individu- 
als halakhically like a vat [kema‘atan]' of olives with regard to ritual 
impurity. Since it is beneficial for the homeowner when the moisture 
of the olives, i.e., liquid that seeps from the olives, leaks into a vat, 
as explained below, it is considered as though the homeowner had 
intent for the moisture to be there. Similarly, with regard to these cat- 
egories of people, since it suits the homeowner when they do what he 
requested it is considered as though they acted with his intent. 


HALAKHA 


A case where the homeowner sent consecrated money in the 
hand of a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor - wan va now 
JOP MI: If one said to a deaf-mute, imbecile, or minor: Bring me 
meat from the window and give it to the guests, and that person 
did as instructed, and it was sacrificial meat, the homeowner is 
liable for misuse. Although people in these categories are not 
halakhically competent and cannot serve as agents, neverthe- 
less the desire of the homeowner was fulfilled. If that person 
brought the sacrificial meat from another place, the homeowner 
is exempt, as his desire was not fulfilled (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 7:1). 


If he sent it in the hand of a halakhically competent person 
and remembered before the agent reached the storekeeper — 
sonar byy wos ew ay api pa va mw: If a homeowner sent 
money with an agent to purchase an item, and the homeowner 
remembered that the money was consecrated before it reached 
the storekeeper, the agent is liable for misuse. Since the agent 


does not know that it is consecrated money, he acted unwittingly. 
The homeowner, who remembered, is considered to have acted 
intentionally, as by the time the agent acted the homeowner 
knew the money was consecrated, and one who acts intentionally 
is not liable to bring a guilt offering for misuse (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 7:5). 


What shall the homeowner do, etc. — 131 MWY? 1%3: If the 
homeowner sent money with an agent to purchase an item and 
remembered that the money was consecrated before the money 
reached the storekeeper, and he wants to spare the storekeeper 
from sin, he should take another non-sacred coin or item and 
say: Wherever the consecrated money is, it shall be desacralized 
with this coin or item. In this manner that coin or item becomes 
consecrated and the original money becomes non-sacred. It is 
subsequently permitted for the storekeeper to make use of the 
money (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 7:6). 
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As we learned in a mishna (Teharot 9:1): When do the olives 
become susceptible to ritual impurity?" From when they exude 
moisture. This is referring specifically to the moisture that emerges 
into the vat, but not the moisture that emerges into the basket. 
The moisture that comes into the vat softens the olives and is ben- 
eficial to the olive oil production, as it renders them easier to press. 
For this reason it is considered as though the homeowner has intent 
for the moisture to be there, and that moisture therefore renders 
the olives it touches susceptible to ritual impurity. By contrast, 
moisture in the basket serves no purpose, as it trickles out through 
holes in the basket. Consequently, it is not there with the intent 
of the homeowner and does not render the olives susceptible to 
ritual impurity. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: This case of a deaf-mute, imbecile or minor, 
is like that which we learned in a baraita with regard to placing 
food for a joining of Shabbat boundaries, i.e., an eiruv: If one placed 
the food of the eiruv on a monkey, and the monkey brought it" to 
the place where he wanted the eiruv deposited, or if he placed it 
on a trained elephant, and the elephant brought it to the proper 
location, and he told another person to receive it from the animal, 
it is a valid eiruv. Evidently, the agency is performed by the 
monkey or elephant, despite the fact that they are unfit to serve as 
agents. So too, in the case of the deaf-mute, imbecile, or minor, the 
agency is performed despite the fact that they cannot be involved 
in agency. 


§ The mishna teaches: If the homeowner sent the money in the 
hand of a halakhically competent person and the homeowner 
remembered that the money was consecrated before the agent 
reached the storekeeper, the storekeeper is liable for misuse when 
he spends the money for his personal use. This indicates that the 
storekeeper is liable even though the agent did not remember, but 
the homeowner alone remembered. And the Gemara raises a con- 
tradiction from a baraita: Ifthe homeowner remembered that the 
money was consecrated, but the agent did not remember, the 
agent is liable for misuse. If they both remembered" that the 
money is consecrated, the storekeeper is liable for misuse. 


Rav Sheshet said in resolution of this contradiction: The mishna 
is also referring to a case where both the homeowner and the agent 
remembered that the money was consecrated, and for this reason 
the storekeeper alone is liable for misuse. 


HALAKHA 


When do the olives become susceptible to ritual impurity - 
maw poapa Dga DT: Olives that are harvested for oil are 

considered to be finished and susceptible to ritual impurity as 

soon as the harvesting is completed and they are ready for press- 
ing, even if they have not come into contact with liquid and no 

moisture has yet emerged from them. Before they have been 

harvested, even if they are squeezed and moisture emerges, they 

are not susceptible to ritual impurity. This halakha is in accordance 

with the mishna in tractate Teharot, not in accordance with the 

opinion of the first tanna here (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 11:8). 


If one placed the food of the eiruv on a monkey and the mon- 
key brought it, etc. - "151 424m qip 224 by tana: With regard 
to one who wishes to establish his residence outside of the city 
limits for Shabbat by placing food as an eiruv there, but he does 
not want to go to the place himself, he may send it with an agent 


to do so on his behalf. He may even send the food on the back 
of a monkey or an elephant to an agent who will receive it and 
place it on his behalf. Although these animals are not halakhi- 
cally competent and are of course unaware of the mitzva of eiruv, 
he may use them, provided that he stands and watches them 
until they reach the person who receives it from them (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 6:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
409:8). 


If they both remembered - omvaw 131): If a homeowner 
sends money with an agent to purchase an item for him, 
and both the homeowner and the agent remember that the 
money is consecrated before it reaches the storekeeper, they 
are both exempt from bringing a guilt offering for misuse. 
When the storekeeper spends this money he is liable for mis- 
use, as he did so unwittingly (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Me'ila 7:5). 
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LANGUAGE 
Lamp [ner] - 72: In biblical and rabbinic Hebrew, the 
term ner refers to a vessel containing oil into which one 
places a wick. 


Metal lamp from the talmudic period discovered in Beit She’an 


NOTES 
Gold dinar — amt 13°: The commentaries note that the 
calculations here are imprecise, as six sela is in fact the 
equivalent of twenty-four silver dinars, while a gold 
dinar is the equivalent of twenty-five silver dinars (Rivan; 
Melekhet Slomo; and see Rashash). 
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MI S H NA If the homeowner gave the agent one conse- 


crated peruta and said to him: Bring me 
lamps [nerot] with one-half of it and wicks with one-half of it," 
and the agent went and brought him wicks with the entire peruta, 
or lamps with the entire peruta; or in a case where the homeowner 
said to the agent: Bring me lamps with the entire peruta or wicks 
with the entire peruta," and the agent went and brought him lamps 
with one-half of it and wicks with one-half of it, both of them are 
not liable for misuse of the peruta. In both cases, the homeowner 
is exempt because his instructions were fulfilled only with regard to 
half of a peruta, and the agent is exempt as he spent only half of a 
peruta on his own initiative. 


But if the homeowner said to the agent: Bring me lamps from 
such and such place with one-half of the peruta" and wicks from 
such and such place with one-half of the peruta, and the agent 
went and brought him lamps from the place that he designated for 
wicks, and wicks from the place that he designated for lamps, the 
agent is liable for misuse, as he deviated from the homeowner’s 
instructions by the sum of an entire peruta. 


If the homeowner gave the agent two consecrated perutot, and said 
to him: Go and bring me an etrog, and he went and brought him 
an etrog with one peruta and a pomegranate with one peruta, both 
of them are liable for misuse. The homeowner is liable because his 
agency was performed with the sum of one peruta, and the agent is 
liable because he deviated from the homeowner’s instructions with 
one peruta. Rabbi Yehuda says: The homeowner is not liable for 
misuse, as he can say to the agent: I was seeking a large etrog worth 
two perutot, and you brought me a small, inferior etrog worth 
one peruta. 


If the homeowner gave the agent a consecrated gold dinar," which 


is worth twenty-five silver dinars, as four silver dinars constitute a 
sela; and said to the agent: Go and bring me a robe, 


HALAKHA 


Bring me lamps with one-half of it and wicks with one-half of it, 
etc. — sai mong mgm nia aya a7: If one gave one peruta 
of consecrated money toan agent and instructed him: Bring me 
lamps with one-half of it and wicks with one-half of it, and the 
agent went and purchased lamps or wicks with the entire amount, 
they are both exempt from liability for misuse of consecrated 
property. The homeowner is not liable, because the agent did 
not fulfill his agency by the value of one peruta; while the agent 
is not liable, because he did not deviate from his instructions by 
the value of one peruta (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 7:3). 


Bring me lamps with the entire peruta or wicks with the entire 
peruta, etc. -^9 ning A23 iX ny Aaa waz: If one gave 
a peruta of consecrated money to an agent ‘and instructed him: 

Bring me lamps with this entire amount, or: Bring me wicks with 
this entire amount, and the agent went and purchased lamps 
with one-half of the amount and wicks with one-half of the 
amount, they are both exempt from liability for misuse of conse- 
crated property. The homeowner is not liable, because the agent 
did not fulfill his agency by the value of one peruta; and the agent 
is not liable, because he did not deviate from his instructions by 
the value of one peruta (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 7:3). 


Bring me lamps from such and such place with one-half of 
the peruta, etc. -n3133 nipan niyn mma wan: If one gave 
a peruta of consecrated money toan agent and instructed him: 
Bring me lamps with one-half of this amount from this place, and 
wicks with one-half of this money from a different place, and the 
agent went and purchased lamps from the place specified for the 
wicks, and vice versa, the agent is liable for misuse (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 7:3). 


If the homeowner gave the agent two consecrated perutot 
and said to him, go and bring me an etrog, etc. — nw b m 
naning h xam Jo 15 wayi nivna: If one gave his agent two 
consecrated perutot and instructed him to use the money to 
purchase an etrog, and the agent brought him an etrog purchased 
with one peruta and a pomegranate with the second peruta, 
the agent is liable for misuse. The reason is that the agent is 
considered to have disregarded his instructions. If he purchased 
an etrog worth two perutot with the one peruta, then they are 
both liable for misuse of consecrated property (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 7:4). 
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and the agent went and brought him a robe with three sela and a 
cloak with three sela, both of them are liable for misuse. The 
homeowner is liable because his agency was performed with the 
purchase of the robe for three sela, and the agent is liable because 
he deviated from the homeowner’s instructions by purchasing the 
cloak. Rabbi Yehuda says: The homeowner is not liable for misuse, 
as he can say to the agent: I was seeking a large robe worth a gold 
dinar and you brought me a small, inferior robe worth three sela, 


i.e., twelve silver dinars. 
G E M A The Gemara notes: One can learn from the 
mishna the resolution to an unresolved 
dilemma in tractate Ketubot (98b), that in a case of one who said to 
his agent: Go and sell on my behalf a kor of land, and he went and 
sold for him a half-kor," the purchaser acquires the half-kor of land 
that he purchased. Although the agent did not fulfill his agency 
entirely, the part that he did perform is valid. 


Some Sages say that one cannot infer this resolution from the 
mishna. What are the circumstances of the mishna here? It is 
referring a case where the agent brought him a robe worth six sela, 
i.e, the value of the gold dinar that the homeowner gave him, which 
he acquired for three sela. If so, the homeowner received exactly 
what he wanted and the agent did not deviate from the agency, 
except that he also purchased a cloak without being instructed to 
do so. This is dissimilar to the case of an agent who sells a half-kor 
of land. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If that is the case of the mishna, say 
the latter clause: Rabbi Yehuda says: The homeowner is not liable 
for misuse, as he can say to the agent: I was seeking a large robe 
worth a gold dinar, and you brought me a small, inferior robe 
worth three sela. It is clear from the mishna that the homeowner did 
not receive exactly what he wanted, but rather an inferior robe. 


The Gemara explains that Rabbi Yehuda means that the homeowner 
could have said to the agent: Since you chanced upon a merchant 
who reduced his prices to such a degree, if you had given the entire 
dinar as I requested, you could have brought me a much finer robe, 
worth at least two dinars. 


The Gemara adds: This too stands to reason, that this is the correct 
interpretation of the mishna, as it teaches in the latter clause, i.e., 
it is taught in the Tosefta (2:4): Rabbi Yehuda concedes in a case 
where the agent purchased only part of the legumes which the one 
who appointed him requested, that both are liable for misuse of 
consecrated property. The reason for this ruling is that a small 
amount of legumes is always sold for one peruta and a larger 
amount of legumes is invariably sold for a dinar." One can infer 
from Rabbi Yehuda’s statement that in the case of another item, e.g., 
a robe, purchasing a superior-quality robe for a higher price would 
bring additional benefit to the homeowner. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita: What are the circumstances? If 
it is referring to a town where they sell legumes by appraisal of an 
item’s value, then with regard to these legumes as well, purchasing 
a larger quantity should reduce the price, which would mean that 
if one gave a sela the price of the legumes would become cheaper. 
Rav Pappa said: The Tosefta is referring to a town where they sell 
and set the price by containers, and each container is the same 
price: Each and every container is sold for one peruta. The signifi- 
cance of this fact is that there the matter is fixed, i.e., each container 
of legumes is sold for the same price, regardless of the quantity of 
legumes purchased; there is no reduction for buying in bulk. 


HALAKHA 


One who said to his agent, go and sell...a kor of 
land and he went and sold for him a half-kor — 7a 
sea ed yan Sx KYNT KTD... er iw sare: 
If one a to his agent: Go and sell a piece of land 
fit for sowing two sea of grain on my behalf, but the 
agent instead sold a piece of land fit for sowing one 
sea of grain, he has violated the wishes of the one 
who appointed him, and the transaction is void 
(Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Sheluhin VeShutafin 
1:4; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 182:9). 


NOTES 


That a small amount of legumes is always sold for 
one peruta and a larger amount of legumes is sold 
for a dinar - (Ia MIP) MYND MIwpAW: In the 
parallel discussion i in tractate 'Ketubot (99a- b) there 
are many explanations as to how it is inferred from 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda in the Tosefta that the 
phrase: Inferior robe, in the mishna, means that it is 
lower in terms of price rather than quality (see Rashi, 
Ritva, and Ra'ah there). 
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HALAKHA 


One who deposits consecrated money with a money 
changer - nyw byy wpn niyn Ppaan: With regard 
o one who deposits with a money changer or store- 
eeper money that was not bound or sealed, since the 
money changer or storekeeper has permission to spend 
money deposited with him, if he does spend it both par- 
ies are exempt from misuse. The one who deposited the 
money is not liable because he did not state explicitly 
hat the money changer or storekeeper may use it. The 
money changer or storekeeper is not liable, because, as 
he money was not bound or sealed, it is considered as 
hough he used the money with permission. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with 
regard to the storekeeper (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Me'ila 710). 


One who deposits consecrated money with a home- 
owner - mam bya byy wapa niya Ppann: If one 
deposited consecrated money with a homeowner, and 
the homeowner spends that money, the homeowner is 
liable for misuse, as he did not have permission to make 
use of it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 7:9). 


If a consecrated peruta fell into one’s purse - my3 79D) 
iDa Jina wp by: If a consecrated peruta became min- 
gled with non- sacred coins ina purse, one must desacral- 

ize the consecrated coin with another peruta coin and may 
subsequently make use of all the money in the purse. If 
he used the money in the purse without desacralizing the 
consecrated peruta, he is liable for misuse only when he 

spends all the coins in the purse. This halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with 

Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 6:6). 


One peruta in this purse is consecrated — D’>a MNS 
wpa mt: If one who has a purse full of coins says: One 
peruta in this purse is consecrated, he must desacralize 
the consecrated coin with another peruta coin and may 
subsequently use all the money in the purse. If he uses the 
money without desacralizing the consecrated peruta he is 
liable for misuse only when he spends all the coins in the 
purse (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 7:6). 
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money with a money changer," if the money 
is bound, the money changer may not use it. Therefore, if the 
money changer spent the money, he is liable for its misuse. If the 
money was unbound he may use it, and therefore if the money 
changer spent the money, he is not liable for its misuse." By contrast, 
if one deposited money with a homeowner," whether it is bound 
or whether it is unbound, the one with whom it was deposited may 
not use it, and therefore if he spent the money, he is liable for 
misuse. In this regard, the halakhic status of a storekeeper is like 
that of a homeowner; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: The halakhic status of a storekeeper is like that of a 
money changer. 


If a consecrated peruta fell into one’s purse," in which there were 

non-sacred perutot, or in a case where one said: One peruta in this 

purse is consecrated," once he spent the first peruta from the purse 

for non-sacred purposes, he is liable for its misuse. This is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Akiva." And the Rabbis say: He is not liable for 
misuse until he spends all the perutot in the entire purse, as only 
then is it certain that he spent the consecrated peruta. 


And Rabbi Akiva concedes to the Rabbis in a case where one says: 
One peruta from the coins in this purse is consecrated, that he may 
continue spending the perutot in the purse for non-sacred purposes 
and becomes liable for misuse only once he spends all the perutot 
in the entire purse. His formulation indicates that his desire was that 
the final remaining peruta in the purse would be consecrated, and 
therefore one is liable for misuse only when he spends that peruta. 
G E M A The mishna teaches that Rabbi Akiva con- 

cedes to the Rabbis in a case where one says: 
One peruta from the coins in this purse is consecrated, that he may 
continue spending the perutot in the purse for non-sacred purposes 
and that he becomes liable for misuse only once he spends all the 
perutot in the entire purse. With regard to this case, the Gemara 
relates that when Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, 
he said that Reish Lakish raised a contradiction to Rabbi Yohanan: 
What is different in the first clause, which addresses a situation 
where one says: One peruta in this purse is consecrated, in which 
case Rabbi Akiva disagrees with the Rabbis, and what is different 
in the latter clause, where he agrees with them? 


Rabbi Yohanan said to Reish Lakish: The latter clause of the mishna 
is referring to a case where one said: This purse will not be exempt 
from consecration. In other words, his desire was that he would not 
spend all of the perutot in the purse without consecrating one to the 
Temple. Consequently, he is liable for misuse only when he uses the 
last coin in the purse for non-sacred purposes and leaves none to be 
consecrated. 


NOTES 


Therefore, if the money changer spent the money he is not 
liable for misuse - ‘yn x Next ox 122: The money changer 
is not liable for misuse, because a money changer generally has 
permission to make use of the coins given to him. The early com- 
mentaries disagree whether the one who gave the money to the 
money changer is liable for misuse if the money changer spends 
it. Some say that he is liable for misuse, as he knows that the 
money changer always spends money. By giving the unbound 
coins to the money changer he thereby demonstrated that he 
has granted him permission to spend them (Rashi; Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola; Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Ramban; see 
Bava Metzia 43a). Others maintain that the one who gave the 
coins to the money changer is not liable for misuse, as he did 
not explicitly give him permission to spend the money and did 
not appoint him an agent for this purpose (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 710, and Kesef Mishne there, citing Mahari Kurkus). 


Once he spent the first peruta he is liable for its misuse, this 
is the statement of Rabbi Akiva - bya MIVKI NY MOLITW V 
spy 21147: Some of the later commentaries ‘explain that 
according to Rabbi Akiva as soon as one consecrated peruta 
falls into the purse he is immediately obligated to take out one 
peruta and give it to the Temple. He should declare that if this is 
the consecrated peruta he is giving it to the Temple, and if one of 
the other coins is the consecrated one it is desacralized with this 
peruta that he is giving to the Temple. Consequently, as soon as 
he removes the first coin and does not give it to the Temple he is 
liable for its misuse (Keren Ora). Others add that since the Sages 
decreed that he is obligated to give that first coin to the Temple, 
it is considered as though he consecrated it, and therefore if he 
does not give it to the Temple he transgresses the prohibition 
against misuse by Torah law (Netziv). 
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The Gemara further relates that when Ravin came’ from Eretz 

Yisrael to Babylonia he said that Reish Lakish raised a contradic- 
tion to Rabbi Yohanan between the mishna here, discussing purses, 
and another mishna, discussing bulls. As we learned in a mishna 

(Menahot 108b): With regard to one who says: One of my bulls is 

consecrated," if he had two bulls, then the larger of them is con- 
secrated. The reason is that there is an assumption that one conse- 
crates generously, and therefore he would have had the larger of the 

two bulls in mind. If so, in the case of the purses, why does the 

mishna not rule that his intent was for the best, i.e., the least worn- 
out, of the perutot? Rabbi Yohanan said to him: The latter clause 

of the mishna is referring to a case where one said: This purse will 

not be exempt from consecration. In other words, he did not have 

in mind the best of the perutot, but the last of the coins. 


Rav Pappa said yet another version of Reish Lakish’s question. He 
raised a contradiction between the mishna here involving purses 
and another mishna referring to a log measure. As we learned in a 
mishna (Demai 7:4): In the case of one who purchases wine from 
among the Samaritans [ Kutim]"® and there is reason to suspect 
that teruma and tithes were not separated, and he cannot separate 


them before the start of Shabbat, what should he do? 


Samaritans [Kutim] - wma: These are the descendants of the 
nations displaced by Sennacherib, king of Assyria, and who were 
brought to settle in Eretz Yisrael. Some of them were originally 
from Kuta (see | Kings 17:24) and called Kutim, Cuthites, but 
the term refers to all those who were settled in Samaria. They 
accepted some of the Jewish religion due to fear of lions that 
were attacking them, but they did not completely abandon their 
idol worship (see II Kings, chapter 17). 

Later the Samaritans established a center of worship on 
Mount Gerizim, far from the mainstream Jewish religious com- 
munity, which was focused around the Temple in Jerusalem. Con- 
sequently, there was a real concern that their religion, although 
somewhat similar to that of the Jews, would ultimately diverge 
from it. 

At the beginning of the Second Temple period, during the 
times of Ezra and Nehemiah, relations between the Samaritans 
and the Jews deteriorated. The Samaritans slandered the Jews, 
incited against them and even waged war with them in order to 
prevent the rebuilding of the Temple and Jerusalem. At that time 
certain Jewish families intermarried with the Samaritans. During 
he following generations deep enmity occasionally reigned 
between the Samaritans and the Jews. Yohanan Hyrcanus waged 
war against them and destroyed their temple on Mount Gerizim. 
evertheless, there were also times of cooperation between Jews 
and Samaritans, such as during the bar Kokheva revolt. 

Some generations of Jewish Sages recognized Samaritans as 
Jews, albeit ones who did not observe all of the mitzvot. They 
went so far as to say: In the mitzvot that the Samaritans adopted, 
hey are extremely exacting in their fulfillment, even more than 
Jews (see Berakhot 47b). Ultimately, as the Samaritans continued 
o distance themselves from the Jewish people in virtually every 
regard, they were accorded the halakhic status of gentiles. There 


BACKGROUND 


is a community of Samaritans in modern-day Israel that numbers 
somewhere between seven and eight hundred individuals. These 
citizens reside in two locations, Mount Gerizim and Holon, and 
have cordial relations with both Jews and Arabs. 


Historical location of the Samaritans in Eretz Yisrael 


HALAKHA 
One who says, one of my bulls is consecrated — Wit 
wpa mw TY: If one says: One of my bulls is con- 
secrated, and he had two bulls, the larger one is con- 
secrated. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna 
on Menahot 108b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 16:8). 


BACKGROUND 

When he came — xfs 3: One of the functions of the 
Sages who came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia was to 
bring the traditions and rulings of the academies in Eretz 
Yisrael to the academies in Babylonia. The arrival of a 
well-known rabbi to Babylonia indicates when a specific 
tradition or statement reached Babylonia. In this context, 
the Gemara uses the expression: When he came. 

Sometimes there were varying traditions received 
from Eretz Yisrael, as is the case here. Although Rabbi 
Yohanan's answer is the same in each of the reports, they 
provide different versions of the question Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish asked. 


HALAKHA 

One who purchases wine from among the Samaritans — 
Dm7 pan” npibn: With regard to one who has one 

hundred /og of wine that is completely untithed, and he 

says: Two log that | will later set aside from this wine shall 

be teruma, ten log shall be first tithe, and nine log shall be 

second tithe, he may not drink the wine before actually 
separating the teruma and tithes, even if his intent is to 

leave the correct amount of wine. Rather, he must first 

separate the teruma and tithes, as they are an obligation 

by Torah law, not a mitzva by rabbinic law. In matters of 
Torah law one may not retroactively designate an item 

but must physically separate it in advance. This ruling is 

in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, Rabbi 

Yosei, and Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot 
Mavaser 7:1). 
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NOTES 


He desacralizes [mehel] — rn: This translation, that the 
word is from the root het, lamed, lamed, meaning non- 
sacred, follows Rashi. He explains that as the situation 
can be corrected, it is preferable that one desacralize 
he second tithe immediately. Many early commentar- 
ies disagree with this interpretation, maintaining that 
desacralization of second tithe cannot be performed 
until the portion of the produce that is for the second 
ithe has already been specifically designated (see Penei 
Yehoshua). They therefore explain that the term means: 
To start drinking, from the root tav, het, lamed, meaning 
begin (Josafot; Rabbeinu Hananel; Arukh; Rambam; Meiri). 
Others explain that it means: To mix a drink, from the root 
mem, heh, lamed (Rabbeinu Tam; Rav Hai Gaon). 
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The mishna explains that he proceeds as follows. If, for example, 
there are one hundred log of wine in the barrels, he says: Two log 
that I will separate in the future are teruma, as the established 
average measure of teruma is one-fiftieth; ten log are first tithe; and 
one-tenth of the remainder, which is nine log, are second tithe. And 
he desacralizes" the second tithe that he will separate in the future, 
transferring its sanctity to money, and he may drink the wine in the 
barrel immediately, relying on the separation that he will perform 
later. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon prohibit one 
from doing so. These three Sages reject the principle of retroactive 
designation, upon which this method relies, as at the time of the 
declaration the identity of the particular portions of wine that will 
be teruma and tithes is unknown. Even according to Rabbi Meir, one 
can rely on retroactive designation only in a case where he says: That 
I will separate in the future. In the case of the mishna here, each 
peruta might be the consecrated one, and one cannot rely on the 
last one. Rabbi Yohanan said to him: The latter clause of the 
mishna is referring to a situation where one said: This purse will 
not be exempt from consecration, in which case he is understood 
as referring to the last peruta left in the purse. 
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Although in general there is no agency for transgression, in the particular case of mis- 
use one who appoints an agent can be liable for the agent’s actions. Nevertheless, he is 
liable only if the agent fulfills his agency in the manner in which he was instructed. If 
the agent deviates from the instructions it is he who is liable for misuse. For example, 
if one instructs his agent to purchase meat, but the agent purchases liver instead, then 
even according to those who maintain that meat and liver are in the same category 
with regard to vows, the agent is liable for misuse, as he decided himself to purchase 
the liver without consulting the one who appointed him. 


Likewise, if the agent adds to his agency, itis the agent who is liable for the part that he 
added. Nevertheless, with regard to the original agency the one who appointed him 
is liable. For example, if a homeowner instructs an agent to feed his guests one piece 
of meat each, not realizing that the meat is consecrated, and the agent gives them 
two pieces each, and the guests help themselves to a third piece, the homeowner is 
liable for the first piece, the agent is liable for the second piece, and the guests are 
liable for the third piece. 


This chapter also discusses the definition of the deviation of an agent from his 
agency. It discusses those cases where his actions uproot the agency entirely and 
those instances where the deviation is not considered significant, and therefore the 
homeowner, who appointed him, is liable for the misuse. 


The chapter reiterates the principle that unspoken matters that remain in the heart 
are not significant matters. Therefore, if the homeowner asks an agent to bring him 
money from the window, and he brings it from the window, then even if the home- 
owner intended for him to bring it from a different window or somewhere else, since 
his verbal instructions were fulfilled it is the homeowner who is liable for misuse. 


Ifa homeowner sends consecrated money with a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor, 
and they do as he instructed, then even though they are not halakhically competent 
and are therefore not fit to be agents, the homeowner is liable for misuse, as his 
intent was fulfilled. If these agents did not fulfill the agency but gave the money to 
a storekeeper, the storekeeper is liable for misuse when he later spends the money. 


If one sends money with a halakhically competent agent to purchase an item and he 
remembers that the money is consecrated before the agent reaches the storekeeper, 
the agent is liable for misuse, because one is liable for misuse only if he utilizes the 
item unwittingly, not if he does so intentionally. If the agent also remembers, the 
storekeeper is liable for misuse when he spends that money. Ifthe one who appointed 
the agent remembers that the money is consecrated, he can prevent misuse by 
desacralizing the money by means of other coins or vessels before the money is spent. 


Summary of 
Perek VI 
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Introduction to Kinnim 


And if his offering to the Lord is a burnt offering of fowls, then he shall 
bring his offering of doves, or of pigeons. 
(Leviticus 1:14) 


And when the days of her purification are fulfilled, for a son, or for a 
daughter, she shall bring a lamb of the first year for a burnt offering, 
and a pigeon or a dove, for a sin offering, to the door of the Tent of 
Meeting, to the priest. And he shall offer it before the Lord, and make 
atonement for her, and she shall be purified from the source of her 
blood; this is the law for her that bears child, whether a male or a 
female. And if her means suffice not for a lamb, then she shall take 
two doves, or two pigeons, one for a burnt offering, and the other for 
a sin offering; and the priest shall make atonement for her, and she 
shall be pure. 

(Leviticus 12:6-8) 


But if she be cleansed of her issue, then she shall count to herself 
seven days, and after that she shall be pure. And on the eighth day 
she shall take to her two doves, or two pigeons, and bring them to 
the priest, to the door of the Tent of Meeting. And the priest shall 
sacrifice the one for a sin offering and the other for a burnt offering, 
and the priest shall make atonement for her before the Lord for the 
issue of her impurity. 

(Leviticus 15:28-30) 


Tractate Kinnim is the last tractate in Seder Kodashim, the Order of Consecrated Items, 
although in the printed editions of the Talmud it appears before tractates Tamid and 
Middot. It consists only of mishna, with no Gemara having been compiled on this 
tractate. Its name is derived from the fact that it deals with bird offerings, which are 
generally brought in pairs, which in the Mishna are referred to as kinnim, literally, nests. 
Most of the halakhot concerning the sacrifice of bird offerings are already dealt with 
in the sixth and seventh chapters of tractate Zevahim, whereas tractate Kinnim focuses 
specifically on issues that arise due to an intermingling of bird offerings. Although it is 
a relatively short tractate, the intricate cases discussed in it demand careful attention. 


While other types of offerings, such as animal offerings, can also intermingle, and 
the halakhot concerning those offerings are discussed in their respective locations 
(see chapter eight of Zevahim), it is a prevalent issue in the case of bird offerings for 
a number of reasons. 


All bird offerings bear a resemblance to one another. Whereas animal offerings are 
generally distinct and may be identified according to their species, age, or sex, bird 
offerings are brought from only two species, doves and pigeons, which are themselves 
quite similar, and one may bring both males and females for the same offering. 
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Additionally, a bird’s ability to fly presents many opportunities for intermingling. 
Even if one were to make special efforts to restrict bird offerings to one location, it 
is always possible for a bird to fly to another group of bird offerings and intermingle 
with it. Furthermore, most bird offerings are brought in pairs, where one is offered 
as a sin offering and one as a burnt offering, and a bird offering sacrificed in the 
incorrect manner is disqualified. This also complicates the dilemmas involved in 
cases of intermingling. 


Another reason for the prevalence of this issue of intermingling among bird offerings 
is the frequency with which they are brought. Whereas animal offerings are generally 
brought only in exceptional circumstances, e.g., as atonement for a transgression, or 
on special occasions, bird offerings are brought following more routine occurrences, 
particularly in the lives of women, e.g., after childbirth or miscarriage, or after an 
irregular discharge of blood from the uterus [ziva]. Furthermore, since bird offerings 
are brought by poor people who cannot afford animal offerings, it stands to reason 
that there will be significantly more bird offerings than animal offerings, since the 
poor outnumber the wealthy. 


Moreover, from other sources in the Mishna it seems that women did not usually 
bring their obligatory bird offerings after every birth, or after every case of ziva. 
Rather, they would wait and bring their offerings after multiple births or discharges. 
Such a practice increases the chances of intermingling among the woman's pairs, and 
it is all the more so a concern in a situation involving the offerings of multiple women. 


Given the aforementioned considerations, an entire tractate, albeit short, is dedicated 
to the halakhot concerning the various cases of intermingled bird offerings. 


There are two types of bird offerings: Obligatory offerings and voluntary offerings. 
Anyone may vow to bring a pair of fledglings as a voluntary offering, in which case 
he brings two fledglings as burnt offerings, though one may take a vow to bring any 
number of fledglings as burnt offerings. 


With regard to the obligatory offerings, some are set offerings that are brought 
irrespective of one’s financial state. These include the pair of bird offerings that are 
brought as part of the purification processes of a zav, a zava, and a nazirite who 
contracted ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. Other obligatory bird offerings are 
brought only in cases where one cannot afford to bring an animal offering. These 
include the pair of bird offerings brought as a sliding-scale offering by one who falsely 
took an oath of testimony or an oath of an utterance, or by one who entered the 
Temple or partook of sacrificial food while ritually impure. Similarly, while a wealthy 
woman who gives birth brings an animal burnt offering and a bird sin offering as part 
of her purification ritual, a poor woman who gives birth brings a pair of birds. A poor 
leper also brings a pair of bird offerings as part of his purification ritual, in addition 
to a guilt offering of a lamb, while a wealthy leper brings three animal offerings. 


Obligatory pairs always consist of either two doves or two pigeons. One fledgling 
is sacrificed as a sin offering and the other as a burnt offering. The exception to this 
principle is the case of the pair of birds sacrificed by a convert when he completes his 
conversion: If he brings a bird offering he must bring two fledglings, both of which 
are burnt offerings. 


When one separates a pair of fledglings as an obligatory bird offering, one may do 
so without designating which fledgling is the sin offering and which fledgling is 
the burnt offering. Such a pair is referred to as an undesignated pair. A pair whose 
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fledglings have already been designated as a sin offering and a burnt offering, respec- 
tively, is known as a designated pair. 


When bird offerings intermingle, many problems arise with regard to the possibil- 
ity of sacrificing the birds. For example, when a pair of obligatory bird offerings 
intermingles with a pair of voluntary offerings, there is one fledgling that must be 
offered as a sin offering intermingled with three burnt offerings. When two pairs of 
obligatory bird offerings intermingle, two fledglings must be sacrificed as sin offer- 
ings and two as burnt offerings, and it is uncertain which is which. Difficulties arise 
even in the case of undesignated pairs, as although the first fledgling in each pair 
may be sacrificed either as a burnt offering or as a sin offering, once that fledgling is 
sacrificed as one type of offering, the other fledgling is necessarily designated as the 
other type of offering. 


The status of the birds is not nullified by the majority, as the status of animals is not 
nullified even when intermingled with one thousand other animals, nor may conse- 
crated birds be redeemed. It is therefore necessary to determine precisely how many 
fledglings may be sacrificed out of any given intermingled group of bird offerings. 


In order to resolve some of the cases in this tractate, the Mishna establishes halakhic 
principles based on the use of logic and the principles of probability. Many commen- 
taries have been written on tractate Kinnim. One may find a wide range of opinions 
in these commentaries with regard to the underlying assumptions and principles of 
the Mishna. The variety of opinions have practical implications in other instances not 
specifically discussed in this tractate. With regard to this the Sages stated elsewhere 
(Avot 3:18): The halakhot of pairs and of a menstruating woman who lost track of her 
cycle are essential halakhot. 


Although the halakhot discussed in this tractate are relevant to men and women alike, 
the Mishna consistently refers only to women. The Rambam suggests that this is due 
to the fact that women bring bird offerings more frequently, as they must bring them 
after childbirth and after a case of ziva. 


Tractate Kinnim consists of three chapters: 


Chapter One sets down the basic rules with regard to the sacrifice of bird sin offerings 
and bird burnt offerings, and the differences between a voluntary offering and an 
obligatory offering. It begins by discussing cases of intermingled offerings, specifi- 
cally the cases of burnt offerings that intermingle with sin offerings, and pairs that 
intermingle with other pairs. 


Chapter Two deals with cases where one fledgling flew away from a pair and inter- 
mingled with other fledglings. The mishna explains what may be done with the 
group with which the fledgling intermingled, and it clarifies the halakha when several 
fledglings flew away and intermingled with other pairs. 


Chapter Three continues to discuss cases where the fledglings flew away. Specifically, 
the chapter examines cases where the priest sacrificed the intermingled offerings 
without first ascertaining how many fledglings may be sacrificed. In these cases it 
is necessary to determine how many of the offerings are valid after the fact. The 
chapter also analyzes the halakha in cases where voluntary offerings intermingled 
with obligatory offerings, i.e., how many fledglings must the owner bring in order to 
fulfill his obligation. The tractate concludes with aggadic statements that are related 
to the matters discussed in the tractate, and which are an appropriate conclusion to 
Seder Kodashim. 
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MIS HNA 1 ” l The rite of the bird sin offering, i.e., 

e-+ the sprinkling of the blood, is per- 
formed below," on the lower half of the altar, and the placement 
of the blood of the animal sin offering on the corners of the altar is 
performed above," on the upper half of the altar. The rites of the 
bird burnt offering, i.e., the pinching of the nape of the neck and 
the squeezing of the blood, are performed above," at the top of the 
altar, and those of the animal burnt offering, i.e., the sprinkling of 
the blood, are performed below," on the lower half of the altar. And 
if one deviated from the prescribed method and presented the 
blood in the incorrect location, both in this case and in that case, 
i.e., in the case of a sin offering and in the case of a burnt offering, 
the offering is disqualified." 


This is the order of the pairs [kinnin]! of birds that are brought 

together as an offering: In the case of the obligatory bird offerings, 
e.g, those brought by a woman who gave birth or by a man who 

experienced a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav], one is sacrificed as a 

sin offering and one as a burnt offering." In the cases of vow offer- 
ings and of voluntary offerings, all of the birds are burnt offerings, 
as one cannot bring a sin offering voluntarily. 


The bird sin offering is performed below - mgs iyn nrun 
qd: The priest sprinkles the blood of the bird sin offering on 
the lower half of the wall of the altar, in accordance with the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:6). 


And the animal sin offering above - tb maga nym: The 
blood of an animal sin offering is placed on the upper half of 
the altar, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:7). 


The rites of the bird burnt offering are performed above — 
1wa mey giy nbiy: The blood of the head and body of the 
bird burnt offering is squeezed out onto the wall of the altar, 
above the demarcation located midway up the altar, in accor- 
dance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 6:20). 


And the animal burnt offering below - yond maya niyy: The 
blood of an animal burnt offering is a on the northeast 
and southwest corners of the altar, on the lower half of the altar, 
in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:6). 


HALAKHA 


In this case and in that case the offering is disqualified - ma 
bypp ma: If the obligation was to present the blood on the upper 
half of the altar, and instead it was presented on the lower half, 
or the obligation was to present the blood on the lower half, 
and instead it was presented on the upper half, the flesh of 
the offering is disqualified. Nevertheless, the owner achieved 
atonement by means of this offering, since the blood of the 
offering reached the altar. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel (Zevahim 26b). The early commentaries disagree 
whether this is also the halakha in the case of bird offerings. It 
appears that the Rambam holds that if one deviates from the 
prescribed manner of presenting the blood of a bird offering, 
the offering is entirely disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:10, 7:6). 


One as a sin offering and one as a burnt offering - nxwn Tny 
abip ‘tmx: In the case of a pair of obligatory bird offerings, 
one fledgling i is a sin offering and one is a burnt offering, in 
accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 1:3). 
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BACKGROUND 

Is performed below — yah mwy): In the diagrams below, 
numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4, indicate the locations of the place- 
ment of the blood of the animal sin offering, numbers 5 
and 6 indicate the location of the rite of the sprinkling 
of the blood of the animal burnt offering, number 6 indi- 
cates the location of the rite of the bird burnt offering, and 
number 1 also indicates the location of the rite of the bird 
sin offering. 
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LANGUAGE 
Pairs [kinnin] — p»: The mishna refers to a single bird as 
a fledgling, whether referring to the male, gozal, or the 
female, perida. A pair of birds is referred to as a ken, which 
literally means a nest. Each pair must consist of either two 
pigeons or two doves. 
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NOTES 


They all shall die - obi ama»: The Sages decreed that the 
status of a significant item, e.g., an animal, is not nullified 
when in a group (Zevahim 73a). Furthermore, bird offer- 
ings cannot be redeemed even if they develop a blemish 
(Menahot100b). Since there is no alternative solution, the 
bird sin offering and the bird burnt offering that were 
intermingled must die, and they are placed in an enclosed 
area without food where they are left to die. The Arukh 
HaShulhan HeAtid (138:2) writes that this is the halakha ab 
initio. But if the birds were sacrificed, those birds whose 
rites were performed in their appropriate location on the 
altar fulfill their owner's obligation. 


Except for the number of sin offerings that are part of 
the obligatory bird offerings - mainaw nixwn pans KYN: 
For example, consider the case of a bird sin offering that 
intermingled with two pairs of obligatory bird offerings 
of one woman, in which neither fledgling has yet been 
designated as a sin offering or a burnt offering. Two fledg- 
lings may be taken from the group and sacrificed as sin 
offerings, as each of them is either already designated as 
a sin offering or is a fledgling from the pairs of undesig- 
nated bird offerings, which may now be designated as a 
sin offering. But once the first two fledglings have been 
sacrificed, it is impossible to determine whether the next 
fledgling should be sacrificed as a burnt offering or as a 
sin offering. This is because it is possible that the first two 
fledglings were both from the pairs, in which case the 
remaining fledglings of the pairs must be sacrificed as 
burnt offerings. Since one cannot distinguish between 
he remaining fledglings of the pairs and the designated 
sin offering, none of them may be sacrificed (Ra’avad). 
The Rambam maintains that all of the fledglings may 
be sacrificed, with their blood presented either all on 
he upper half of the altar or all on the lower half. When 
sacrificed in this manner, one is not considered to be 
sacrificing an offering in an incorrect location. Neverthe- 
ess, only those fledglings that were actually sacrificed in 
heir correct location satisfy the obligation of their owner, 
and the owner must bring additional fledglings to fulfill 
he remainder of his obligation (see Hiddushei Rav Meir 
Simha on Bava Kamma 51b). 
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Which is the case of a vow offering? It is where one says: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offering, without designating 
a specific bird. And which is the case of a voluntary offering?" It is 
where one says: This bird is a burnt offering. What is the difference 
between vow offerings and voluntary offerings?" The difference is 
only that in the case of the vow offerings, if the birds died or were 
stolen, one bears the responsibility to replace them, as one’s vow 
is not fulfilled until he sacrifices the offering. But in the case of 
voluntary offerings, if they died or were stolen, one does not bear 
the responsibility to replace them, as the undertaking to sacrifice 
an offering only pertained to the bird he specified. 


HALAKHA 


Which is a vow offering...and which is a voluntary offering - 
7137251... TTP: If one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
a burnt offering, this is a vow. But if a one says: This animal, or: 
The value of this animal, is a burnt offering, this is a voluntary 
offering. This is in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer 


What is the difference between vow offerings and voluntary 
offerings — mand D pa m: What is the difference between 
vow offerings and voluntary offerings? In the case of a vow to 
bring an offering, if one designates an animal as the offering and 
itis then lost or stolen, he bears financial responsibility to replace 


Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 14:4). 
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it with another animal until he brings the sacrifice in accordance 
with his vow. But if one said: This animal is an offering, if that 
animal dies or is stolen, he does not bear financial responsibility 
for it. This is in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 14:5). 


MI S HNA 1 e 2 In the case ofa bird sin offering that 

5 became intermingled with a bird 
burnt offering,” or the case of a bird burnt offering that became 
intermingled with a bird sin offering, if one cannot discern which 
fledgling is the sin offering and which is the burnt offering, the 
halakha is as follows: Even if only one fledgling became intermin- 
gled with ten thousand fledglings of another type of offering, they 
all shall be placed in isolation until they die." In the case of each of 
the fledglings it is not possible to determine whether it is a sin offer- 
ing, the blood of which must be presented on the lower half of the 
altar, or a burnt offering, the blood of which must be presented on 
the upper half of the altar. Since an offering is disqualified if its blood 
is presented on the incorrect part of the altar, none of the fledglings 
may be sacrificed. 


In the case of a bird sin offering that became intermingled with 
pairs of obligatory bird offerings in which neither fledgling had yet 
been designated as a specific offering, the halakha is as follows: 
None of the fledglings are fit to be sacrificed except for the number 
of sin offerings that are part of the pairs of obligatory bird 
offerings.” The remaining fledglings cannot be sacrificed, as it is 
impossible to determine which should be sacrificed as a burnt offer- 
ing and which as a sin offering. And so too, in the case of a bird 
burnt offering that became intermingled with pairs of undesig- 
nated obligatory bird offerings," none of the fledglings are fit to be 
sacrificed except for the number of burnt offerings that are part 
of the pairs of obligatory bird offerings. 


HALAKHA 


Asin offering that became intermingled with a burnt offering, 
etc. - 151 aba TIW nxvn: If a bird sin offering became 
intermingled with a bird burnt offering, or vice versa, and even if 
one sin offering became intermingled with ten thousand burnt 
offerings, they shall all die, in accordance with the mishna (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:1). 


Asin offering that intermingled with obligatory offerings, etc. - 
agaaa AT wHaw nyn: Ifa sin offering became intermingled 
with pairs of undesignated obligatory bird offerings, only the num- 
ber of sin offerings that are in the pairs of obligatory offerings are 
valid for sacrifice. Similarly, if a burnt offering became intermingled 
with a pair of undesignated obligatory bird offerings, only the 
number of burnt offerings that are in the pairs of obligatory offer- 
ings are valid for sacrifice. This is in accordance with the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:2—4). 
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This principle applies both in a case where the obligatory offerings 
that became intermingled are many and the voluntary offerings are 
few, where the voluntary offerings are many and the obligatory 
offerings are few, and also where the number of both types of offer- 
ings are equal. Whenever a bird burnt offering became intermingled 
with obligatory bird offerings, one can sacrifice only the number of 
burnt offerings that should be brought from the obligatory pairs of 
bird offerings, irrespective of the ratio between the types of offerings 


in the group. 
MI SHNA 1 n 3 The mishna qualifies the aforemen- 
° D tioned principle: In what case is this 
statement said? This statement is said in a case of undesignated 
obligatory offerings and of voluntary offerings which became inter- 
mingled, where all of the fledglings of the voluntary offerings were 
burnt offerings. But in a case where the obligatory bird offerings of 
two women became intermingled with one another, the following 
principle applies: If each woman owned an equal number of pairs, 
e.g., one pair belonged to this woman and one pair belonged to that" 
woman, or two pairs belonged to this woman and two belonged 
to that woman, or three pairs belonged to this woman and three 
belonged to that woman, then half of the fledglings are fit to be 
sacrificed and the remaining halfare disqualified." Of the fledglings 
that are fit, half are sacrificed as sin offerings and their rites are per- 
formed on the lower half of the altar, and half are sacrificed as burnt 
offerings and their rites are performed on the upper half of the altar. 


If each woman owned a different number of pairs, only the number 
of pairs of fledglings corresponding to the smaller amount owned by 
one of the women are fit to be sacrificed. For example, if one pair 
belonged to this woman and two pairs belonged to that woman, only 
one pair is fit to be sacrificed. Similarly, if one pair belonged to the 
first woman and three pairs belonged to that second woman, or ten 
pairs belonged to that first woman and one hundred belonged to 
that second woman, only the fledglings of the smallest number of 
pairs, i.e., the number of pairs corresponding to the smaller amount 
owned by one of the women, are fit™" to be sacrificed, half as sin 
offerings and half as burnt offerings. Each remaining fledgling is unfit 
to be sacrificed, as it is uncertain whether it should be a burnt offering 
or a sin offering. This principle applies whether the intermingled 
pairs were of one category or of two categories, and whether 
they belonged to one woman or to two women, as explained in the 


following mishna. 
MI S HN A 1 è 4 The mishna elaborates on the previ- 
$ ous statement: How should one 
explain the case ofintermingled pairs of one category? This is refer- 
ring to pairs of birds brought for the same reason. For example, this 
includes pairs brought due to a birth that became intermingled with 
other pairs brought due to a birth (see Leviticus 12:6-8), or pairs 
brought due to a case of ziva that became intermingled with other 
pairs brought due to a case of ziva (see Leviticus 15:13-15, 28-29). 
‘These are cases where the intermingled offerings are of one category. 
An example of intermingled offerings of two categories would be 
where one pair was brought due to a birth and another pair was 
brought due to a case of ziva. 


One pair to this and one pair to that, etc. — ^3) ih DIN) ith NNN: 
In a case of pairs of undesignated obligatory bird offerings that 
became intermingled, whether they were both of one type, 
e.g, both pairs were offerings for ziva, or of two type, e.g., one 
pair was for ziva and one pair was for birth, whether they both 
belonged to one person or they belonged to two people, if each 
individual had the same number of pairs in the mixture, half of 


HALAKHA 
The fledglings of the smallest number are fit — Wa vyan: 
With regard to pairs of undesignated obligatory bird offerings that 
became intermingled with a larger number of pairs of undesig- 
nated obligatory bird offerings, e.g., two pairs intermingled with 
three pairs, the fledglings of the lesser amount are fit for sacrifice, in 
accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 8:6). 


the fledglings are fit for sacrifice and half are disqualified. This is in 
accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 


HaMukdashin 8:5). 


NOTES 
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HALAKHA 

Two women who purchased, etc. - 151 imp Dw nw: 
In the case of two individuals who purchased their pairs of 
bird offerings in a joint purchase or gave the value of their 
pairs to the priest, the priest may sacrifice whichever one he 
wishes as a sin offering and whichever one he wishes as a 
burnt offering, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:8). 


NOTES 


And the priest may sacrifice any one as a burnt offering 
for the sake of whichever woman that he wishes — inxs 
aby yp? ya ayy: The Gemara elsewhere (Eiruvin 37a) 
cites a statement from Rav Hisda, according to which the 
birds of each pair may be designated as burnt offerings and 
sin offerings either by the owner, at the time of purchase, or 
by the priest, when he sacrifices the offerings. The Gemara 
explains that the mishna here is referring to a case where 
the women left it to the priest to decide which bird would 
be offered for which woman and as which type of sacrifice 
(Kesef Mishne, citing Rambam; see Josafot and Ra’avad). 
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How should one explain the case of intermingled pairs of two 
women? This is referring to a case where it is incumbent upon this 
woman to bring a pair of birds due to a birth and upon that woman 
to bring a pair due to a birth, or where it is incumbent upon this 
woman to bring a pair due to a case of ziva and upon that woman 
to bring a pair due to a case of ziva. If the pairs intermingle, this is 
a case of intermingled offerings of two women but of one category. 
A case of intermingled offerings of two women and of two catego- 
ries would be where it is incumbent upon this woman to bring a 
pair of birds due to a birth and upon that woman to bring a pair 
due to a case of ziva. 


The above principles pertain to cases where the women purchased 
their bird offerings separately and the offerings subsequently inter- 
mingled. The mishna now discusses the halakha in a case where the 
women purchased their offerings jointly. Rabbi Yosei says: Con- 
sider the case of two women who purchased" their pairs in a joint 
purchase without specifying which pairs were to be brought for each 
woman, or a case of two women who gave the money for their 
pairs to the priest, who then purchased the fledglings on their 
behalf. 


In this case, the priest may sacrifice any one of the fledglings as a 
sin offering for the sake of whichever woman that he wishes to 
choose, and then the priest may sacrifice any one of the fledglings 
as a burnt offering for the sake of whichever woman that he 
wishes" to choose. This principle applies whether the bird offerings 
were of one category, e.g., both were brought due to a birth, or 
whether they were of two categories, e.g., one was brought due to 
a birth and one due to a case of ziva. 
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MI SHNA p) w 1 Consider the case of a pair of 

°* undesignated bird offerings, in 
which neither fledgling was yet designated as a sin offering or a 
burnt offering, where one of the following occurred: One fledgling 
from the pair flew away to the open air and disappeared, or one 
fledgling flew among fledglings that must be left to die, e.g., a group 
of intermingled sin offerings and burnt offerings (see 1:2), and it 
cannot be distinguished from the other fledglings, or one of the 
pair of fledglings died. In all these cases, one should take another 
partner for the second fledgling. 


If one of the fledglings flew among pairs that may be sacrificed," 
i.e undesignated pairs belonging to another woman, it is dis- 
qualified," i.e., one may sacrifice only the number of fledglings 
that were initially in the group. And the fledgling disqualifies one 
corresponding fledgling," i.e., the remaining fledgling of the first 
pair is also disqualified. This is as the Sages said, that the fledgling 
from a pair of undesignated bird offerings that flies among other 
undesignated pairs is disqualified, and likewise it disqualifies one 


corresponding fledgling" in the original group. 
This mishna elaborates on the rul- 


MI S HNA 2: 2 ing of the previous one: How does 


a fledgling that flies away disqualify one fledgling in the original 
group? For example, consider the case of two women, where there 
are two pairs for this woman and two pairs for that woman," i.e., 
each woman has four fledglings. 


If one fledgling flies from the pairs of this woman to the pairs of 
that woman, the fledgling disqualifies one of the three remaining 
fledglings by its departure, and only two of them may be sacrificed, 
one as a sin offering and one as a burnt offering. The third fledgling 
may not be sacrificed, as its status is uncertain. This is because the 
fledgling that flew away might be sacrificed as a sin offering, in 
which case the remaining fledgling must be a burnt offering, but it 
is also possible that it will be sacrificed as a burnt offering, in which 
case the remaining fledgling must be a sin offering. 


HALAKHA 


If one flew among pairs that may be sacrificed it is dis- 
qualified and it disqualifies one corresponding fledgling - 


fledglings that are sacrificed, it is disqualified and its departure 
renders its corresponding fledgling disqualified (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 9:2). 


There are two pairs for this woman and two pairs for that 
woman, etc. — 1510397 ‘nw thy mp mw ith: In a case involv- 
ing two groups of four undesignated fledglings, if one fledg- 
ling flew from the first group to the second group, one of the 
fledglings from the second group is disqualified. If a fledgling 
subsequently flew away from the second group and returned 
to the first, one of the fledglings of the first group is disqualified 
and only two from the first group may be sacrificed (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 9:3). 


Perek Il 


NOTES 


Flew among pairs that may be sacrificed — pad mp 
Mia WPA: The next mishna illustrates this principle. It is refer- 
ring, for example, to a case where two women, Rachel and 
Leah, each have two pairs of undesignated bird offerings. 
The mishna is teaching that if a fledgling flies from Rachel's 
pairs to Leah’s, the priest sacrifices two of the fledglings 
in Leah's group as sin offerings and two of the remaining 
fledglings as burnt offerings. The fifth fledgling may not be 
sacrificed as a burnt offering, as the two fledglings already 
sacrificed as burnt offerings may have belonged to Leah, and 
if the fifth fledgling also belongs to Leah it was necessarily 
designated as a sin offering, since it was paired to a burnt 
offering. By the same logic, it may not be sacrificed as a 
sin offering, as the two fledglings already sacrificed as sin 
offerings may have belonged to Leah. 


If one of the fledglings flew among pairs that may be sac- 
rificed it is disqualified — bape nia pa pad mas: In this case, 
the term disqualified is not referring to a specific fledgling, 
as one cannot determine which of the fledglings initially 
came from the pairs of the other woman. Rather, it means 
that out of the total number of fledglings in the group, one 
may not be sacrificed. 


And it disqualifies one corresponding fledgling - boia) 
$7333 IM: The elucidation of the mishna follows the expla- 
nation of the Ba'al HaMaor, the Commentary on Kinnim, and 
the Rosh, that the fledgling that flew away disqualifies a 
fledgling of the group from which it departed. By contrast, 
according to the Rambam, the priest may sacrifice all of 
the fledglings of the group into which the fledgling flew 
ab initio, and the mishna's statement: It is disqualified and 
it disqualifies one corresponding fledgling in the original 
group, is referring to the intermingled fledglings that were 
sacrificed, and it should be understood in the following man- 
ner: If, for example, one fledgling was intermingled with ten 
undesignated fledglings, the priest sacrifices six fledglings 
on the upper half of the altar and five on the lower half, or 
vice versa. The fledgling that flew into the group and was 
sacrificed on the altar is disqualified, i.e., it does not satisfy 
the obligation of its owner, as it is uncertain whether it was 
sacrificed as a sin offering or a burnt offering. 

Likewise, the fledgling also disqualifies one fledgling of 
the group into which it flew. For example, if five fledglings 
were sacrificed on the lower half as sin offerings and six 
on the upper half as burnt offerings, it is possible that the 
fledgling which flew into the group was sacrificed below, 
which would mean that the owner of the ten fledglings 
sacrificed only four sin offerings, and of the six sacrificed 
above, only five should have been burnt offerings. Accord- 
ingly, of the eleven fledglings sacrificed, only nine fledglings 
were certainly sacrificed properly. 
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HALAKHA 


If a fledgling flew and returned and again flew and 
returned one has lost nothing, etc. - xb WMT IM MB 
0) pip “pai: If, in the scenario described in the previous 
note, a fledgling subsequently returned and flew from the 
first group to the second group, even if this cycle repeated 
itself all day, neither one loses anything more, since even 
if they were completely intermingled, half of the fledglings 
are fit for sacrifice and half are disqualified (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 9:4). 


This woman had one...one flew from the first to the 
second...and returned, etc. — TÄNT pA 175... FS ih 
31M. my: In a case involving seven groups of undes- 
ignated bird offerings, where one group had two fledglings, 
the second had four, etc., and one fledgling flew away from 
the first to the second, and then from the second to the 
third, and so on, and thereafter one returned from the sev- 
enth to the sixth, and so on, until one returned from the 
second to the first, the first and second have nothing. The 
third may sacrifice two fledglings, the fourth may sacrifice 
four, the fifth may sacrifice six, the sixth may sacrifice eight, 
and the seventh may sacrifice twelve fledglings (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 9:5). 
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If one of the five fledglings currently among the pairs of the second 
woman returns to the first group and becomes intermingled with 
them, so that each group contains four fledglings, that fledgling 
disqualifies one of the fledglings of the second woman by its return. 
The second woman may sacrifice only two fledglings, one as a sin 
offering and one as a burnt offering. This is because it is possible that 
the fledgling that returned to the first group was not the one that 
originated from that group, but one of the second woman's fledglings. 
If so, then of the four fledglings remaining in the second group, only 
three belong to the second woman, while the fourth belongs to the 
first woman. If the second woman sacrifices a third fledgling as either 
a sin offering or a burnt offering, one of the fledglings in the first 
group will consequently be designated as a burnt offering or as a 
sin offering, respectively, and the priest might sacrifice it in the 
incorrect manner. 


Ifa fledgling again flew from the first group to the second group, and 
a fledgling then returned from the second group to the first group, 
and a fledgling again flew from the first group to the second group, 
and it returned from the second group to the first group, one has 
lost nothing," as even in a case where the pairs of the two women 
became completely intermingled, there are no less than two pairs 
that remain fit to be sacrificed. This is in accordance with the prin- 
ciple stated above (1:3) that if two groups of an equal number of pairs 
become intermingled, half of the fledglings are fit to be sacrificed and 


half are disqualified. 
MISHNA 2 4 3 Consider a case involving seven 
s women, where this woman had one 
pair of fledglings, and that woman had two pairs, and this woman 
had three, and that woman four, and this woman had five, and that 
woman had six, and this woman had seven. Each pair consisted of 
undesignated bird offerings. One fledgling flew from the pair of the 
first woman to the pairs of the second, and then a fledgling flew 
from the second woman to the third, and from the third to the 
fourth, and from the fourth to the fifth, and from the fifth to the 
sixth, and from the sixth to the seventh. And then a fledgling 
returned" from the seventh woman to the sixth, and from the sixth 
to the fifth, and so on, until each woman was left with the number 
of fledglings she possessed at the outset. In this case each fledgling 
disqualifies one fledgling by its departure and one by its return. 


Accordingly, the first and the second women have nothing," i.e., 
they cannot sacrifice any fledglings. The first woman’s pair was 
disqualified when the first fledgling flew away, as this disqualified 
the remaining fledgling. Of the second woman’s two pairs, one 
was disqualified when a fledgling flew from her pairs to the third 
woman, and the other was disqualified when a fledgling returned 
from her to the first woman. The third woman has one pair that may 
be sacrificed. Of her three pairs, one was disqualified when a fledg- 
ling flew to the fourth woman, and another was disqualified when a 
fledgling returned to the second woman. Likewise, the fourth 
woman has two pairs, the fifth has three, and the sixth has four. 
The seventh woman has six pairs that may be sacrificed, as only one 
fledgling flew away from her group, disqualifying only one of her 
seven pairs. 


NOTES 


The first and the second women have nothing - 7yiwxtn 
obs omy px MwA: The first woman has nothing, since if she 
sacrifices her remaining fledgling as a sin offering, it means that 
the fledgling that flew away is designated as a burnt offering, 
and the second woman would be permitted to sacrifice only 
two burnt offerings (Commentary on Kinnim), in accordance 
with the earlier mishna (1:2). 

The commentaries inquire as to the reason for the mishna’s 
ruling that the second woman's remaining pair is disqualified 
when a fledgling returns to the first woman. In general, the 
Sages disqualify a pair when a fledgling returns from a second 


group to a first group only in order to enable the owner of 
he first group to sacrifice at least one pair. In this situation, 
by contrast, the first woman may not sacrifice her pair in any 
case. The commentaries explain that the Sages did not wish 
o differentiate between this case and the other instances in 
which the fledgling that flew away disqualifies a corresponding 
fledgling in the original group. They therefore disqualified the 
remaining pair of the second woman and the second pair of the 
hird woman, despite the fact that the second woman may not 
sacrifice any of her pairs (Ba'al HaMaor). 
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If another fledgling then flew from the third woman to the fourth, 
and from the fourth to the fifth, from the fifth to the sixth, and from 
the sixth to the seventh, and a fledgling then returned from the 
seventh woman to the sixth, from the sixth to the fifth, and so on, 
the fledgling again disqualifies one fledgling by its departure and 
one by its return. 


Accordingly, the third woman and the fourth have nothing." The 
third woman may not sacrifice any fledglings, as her only remaining 
pair was disqualified when the first fledgling flew away. Of the fourth 
woman's two remaining pairs, one was disqualified when a fledgling 
flew from her to the fifth woman, and the other was disqualified 
when a fledgling returned to the third woman. Likewise, the fifth 
woman, who had three remaining pairs, has only one pair that may 
be sacrificed, and the sixth has two. The seventh woman has five 
pairs, as only one additional fledgling flew away from her group. 


If yet another fledgling flew from the fifth woman to the sixth, and 
from the sixth to the seventh, and a fledgling then returned from 
the seventh woman to the sixth, and from the sixth to the fifth, the 
fledgling again disqualifies one fledgling by its departure and one 
by its return. Accordingly, the fifth woman and the sixth have 
nothing." The seventh woman, who had five pairs, has four pairs 
that may be sacrificed, as only one additional fledgling flew away 
from her group. 


And some say that in this case, the seventh woman has not lost 
anything, as the fledglings with which her fledgling became inter- 
mingled are all disqualified. Accordingly, there is no concern that 
the fledgling that flew away from her might be sacrificed in the 
incorrect manner. If a fledgling flew from among the disqualified 
fledglings that must be left to die to any of the other pairs, they 
must all be left to die. None of the fledglings may be sacrificed, as 
each one might be the disqualified fledgling that must be left to die. 

Consider the case of a pair of 


MISHNA 2 : 4 undesignated fledglings and a 


pair of designated fledglings," one of which was designated as a sin 
offering and the other as a burnt offering. If one fledgling flew from 
the undesignated pair to the designated pair and the three fledg- 
lings became intermingled, the intermingled fledglings must all be 
left to die, as it is not possible to determine which should be sacri- 
ficed as a burnt offering and which as a sin offering. One should 
then take a partner for the second fledgling that remains of the 
undesignated pair, as stated earlier (2:1). 


If a fledgling subsequently returned from the intermingled group 
to the remaining undesignated fledgling, or if it was a case where a 
fledgling initially flew from the designated fledglings to the undes- 
ignated fledglings, as it is uncertain whether that fledgling was a sin 
offering or a burnt offering, they must all be left to die. None of the 
fledglings may be sacrificed, as with regard to each one it is not 
possible to determine whether it should be sacrificed as a burnt 
offering or as a sin offering. 


HALAKHA 


If another flew and a fledgling returned...the third 
and the fourth have nothing, etc. - mowa. mp 
spy oda ond py mya: If, in the scenario of the preced- 
ing note, a fledgling again flew from one group to another, 
and then a fledgling returned in descending order from 
the seventh until the first, it disqualifies one fledgling in 
each group with its departure and one with its return. 
Therefore, the third and fourth groups have nothing, the 
fifth has two fit fledglings, the sixth has four, and the 
seventh has ten (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 9:5). 


If another flew and a fledgling returned...the fifth and 
the sixth have nothing - mwen norana. ma 
bp ony px: If, in the scenarios of the preceding notes, 
a fledgling again flew from one group to another and 
returned from one to another, it disqualifies one fledgling 
with its departure and one with its return. Accordingly, 
all of the fledglings of the fifth and sixth groups are dis- 
qualified, and the seventh remains with eight fit fledglings 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 9:5). 


HALAKHA 


A pair of undesignated fledglings and a pair of des- 
ignated fledglings, etc. — ^3) nyan 7p TaIND IP: 
In the case of a pair of undesignated fledglings and a pair 
of designated fledglings, if a fledgling flew away from 
the undesignated pair to the designated one, the owner 
shall take a pair for the second. If a fledgling subsequently 
returned, or if a fledgling initially flew away from the des- 
ignated pair to the undesignated one, and it is uncertain 
whether that fledgling was a burnt offering or sin offering, 
all of the fledglings in the undesignated group must die 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 9:6). 
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BACKGROUND 
Doves and pigeons — mi 951 pin: The mishna is refer- 
ring to the domestic pigeon, Columba livia domestica, 
and the European turtledove, Streptopelia turtur, which 
is a migratory bird of the family Columbidae, consisting 
of doves and pigeons. It can be found in Israel during 
he spring and at the end of summer. 

The verse distinguishes between pigeons and doves, 
referring to the former as “young pigeons” and to the 
atter as “doves” (see Leviticus 12:7). This indicates that 
pigeons are fit for sacrifice only when they are young, 


whereas doves are fit only after they have grown. The 
mishna on Hullin 22a defines these stages of growth and 
establishes that both birds are unfit during the period 
nown as the beginning of the brightening of its plum- 
age, i.e., the four or five days after the bird hatches from 
its egg, when its plumage attains a gold color, in the 


Pigeon 


| NOTES = ——— 
The heirs should not bring her sin offering - 1% x 
ADY pwr: itis a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai that one may not sacrifice a sin offering whose 
owner has died, but rather, the animal must be left to 
die (see Bekhorot 16a). Rashi elsewhere (Karetot 27b) 
explains that this is because a sin offering is brought as 
an atonement, and there is no atonement after death. 
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MISHNA 2:5 


burnt offerings on that side," and there is a pair of undesignated 
fledglings in the middle. If the fledglings of the undesignated pair 
flew from the middle to the sides, one to here and one to there, 
so that one became intermingled with the burnt offerings and one 
with the sin offerings, one has lost nothing. Rather, the priest 


Consider a case where there are 
sin offerings on this side and 


should say: This fledgling that went among the sin offerings shall 
be a sin offering, and that fledgling that went among the burnt 
offerings shall be a burnt offering. 


Dg annoy DNDN - YES? N 
ambiy sayp bg mixes? 


Ifa fledgling from the burnt offerings subsequently returned to the 
middle, and another fledgling returned to the middle from the sin 


offerings, the fledglings in the middle must die. The reason is that 
the fledglings that returned might be fledglings that were already 
designated as burnt offerings or sin offerings. In the case of each of 
the fledglings in the middle, it is impossible to determine whether 
it should be sacrificed as a burnt offering or as a sin offering. By 
contrast, these fledglings in the group of sin offerings shall be sac- 
rificed as sin offerings and those fledglings in the group of burnt 
offerings shall be sacrificed as burnt offerings, as the fledglings that 
became intermingled with these groups were undesignated. 


-PTET YIRT MBL te Un 
amin» jpa 


If the fledglings then returned from the intermingled pair in the 
middle to the groups of sin offerings and burnt offerings on each 


side, or if it was a case where a fledgling flew from the middle to 
the sides, i.e., a fledgling flew from the middle to the side of the sin 
offerings, and then a fledgling flew from the side of the sin offerings 
to the side of the burnt offerings, they must all die. This is because 
the status of each of the fledglings is uncertain, and it is impossible 
to determine whether it should be sacrificed as a burnt offering or 
as a sin offering. 
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One may not bring doves in lieu of pigeons,” nor may one bring 
pigeons in lieu of doves, i.e., one may not bring a pair of bird offer- 
ings consisting of one dove and one pigeon. How should one act if 
she erroneously brought such a pair? In the case of a woman who 
brought a dove as her sin offering and a pigeon as her burnt offer- 


ing, she must double her offering and bring a dove as her burnt 
offering, so that it will be of the same species as her sin offering. 


bisan = Tye a AEM vin ANDY 
SWAIN NY [2 TD Ja andiy wam 
JUNIN padin 


Likewise, if a woman brought a dove as her burnt offering and a 
pigeon as her sin offering, she must double her offering and bring 
a pigeon as her burnt offering. The species of bird required for the 
burnt offering is always determined in accordance with the species 


designated as the sin offering. Ben Azzai says: The species of bird 
offering follows the first fledgling that was designated, whether it 
was the sin offering or the burnt offering. 


WOOD — ADD AMON TEITO MONT 
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In the case of a woman who brought her sin offering and died 
before her burnt offering was sacrificed, the heirs should bring her 
burnt offering to fulfill her remaining sacrificial obligations. But if 
the woman brought her burnt offering and then died, the heirs 


should not bring her sin offering," as a sin offering whose owner 


aano jp Thy pan 


Sin offerings on this side and burnt offerings on that side, 
etc. =^) K2 aby) 1x22 nUn: In a case where there were sin 
offerings on this side and burnt offerings on that side, and a pair 
of undesignated fledglings in the middle, if the fledglings of the 
middle pair flew away, one to this side and one to that side, one 
has lost nothing. Rather, he should say: The one that flew to the 
sin offerings shall be a sin offering and the one that flew to the 
burnt offerings shall be a burnt offering. If one fledgling from each 
side subsequently returned to the middle, the fledglings in the 
middle shall die, as it is a case of a burnt offering and a sin offering 
that are intermingled. With regard to the fledglings on the sides, 


died is not sacrificed. 


the sin offerings shall be sacrificed as sin offerings and the burnt 
offerings as burnt offerings. If the fledglings in the middle again 
flew to the sides, all of the fledglings must die (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 9:7). 


One may not bring doves in lieu of pigeons, etc. — pwan PX 
"931 mi 99-7333 prin: One may not bring obligatory bird offer- 
ings from different types, i.e., one dove and one pigeon. Rather, 
one must bring either two doves or two pigeons (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 10:1). 
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the Sages with regard to the proper manner of sacrificing the inter- 
mingled fledglings. But in the case of a priest that does not consult 
the Sages and acts according to his own discretion, the halakha 
is different, as this chapter will explain. Consider a case where 
each woman owned an equal number of pairs, e.g., there was one 
pair of undesignated fledglings for this woman and one pair of 
undesignated fledglings for that woman, 


Perek III 
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HALAKHA 


Half of the fledglings above and half of them below, 
etc.— 991710 mym wa wyn: If pairs of undesignated 


won Ty) vow th ons Ty) Onw or two undesignated pairs for this woman and two for that woman, 
sw ayn - toyn thie zwy ib or three pairs for this woman and three for that woman, and the 
S “EL bma mem, Pairs became intermingled. If the priest performed the rites of all obligatory bird offerings became intermingled with an 
a E “*, of them above, on the upper half of the altar in the manner ofa | equal number of other undesignated bird offerings, half 
mT burnt offering, half of the offerings are valid, as half were supposed are valid and half are disqualified, whether the priest 
to be sacrificed above as burnt offerings, and half are disqualified, | sacrificed everything above, everything below, or if he 
as they were supposed to be sacrificed below as sin offerings. Simi- | sacrificed half above and half below (Rambam Sefer 
larly, if he performed the rites of all of them below, on the lower | ^0da, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:5). 
half of the altar in the manner of a sin offering, half of the offerings 
are valid and half are disqualified. 


hyhy DX yen Dym thynb oxn Ifthe priest performed the rites of half of the fledglings above and 
bw nx) Mioa ayn. wann the rites of half of them below," then of those that were sacrificed 
“"" “tos asno awa myn  2Pove, halfare valid and half are disqualified, as all the fledglings 
vote wr t= ~ sacrificed above might have belonged to one woman, in which case 
half of them were supposed to be sacrificed below, as sin offerings. 
And of those that were sacrificed below, half are valid and half are 
disqualified, as they may all have belonged to one woman, in which 
case half of them were supposed to be sacrificed above as burnt 

offerings. 
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NOTES 


The greatest number of pairs owned by one 
woman is valid — 33 mara: In the example 
in the mishna, the pairs of all of the women 
total 16. When they became intermingled, they 
formed a group of 232 fledglings, and the pries 
performed the rites of 116 fledglings above and 
116 below. Accordingly, even in the worst-case 
scenario, where all 116 fledglings sacrificed 
above belonged to the woman who owned 
100 pairs, i.e., 200 fledglings, 100 of the fledg- 
ings were sacrificed properly as burnt offer- 
ings, while only 16 fledglings were disqualified 
because they were supposed to be sacrificed 
below as sin offerings. In this situation, 84 0 
hat woman's fledglings were sacrificed in the 
proper manner, on the bottom half of the altar 
as sin offerings. Additionally, the remaining 32 
fledglings were all sacrificed below as sin offer- 
ings. Of these 32 fledglings, half were supposed 
o be sin offerings and were sacrificed properly, 
while half were supposed to be sacrificed as 
burnt offerings and are therefore disqualified. 
n sum, 200 fledglings were sacrificed properly, 
100 as burnt offerings and 100 as sin offerings. 
This is equal to the greatest number of pairs 
in the group owned by a single woman (Ba'al 
HaMaor). 


Asin offering and a burnt offering, an undes- 
ignated pair, and a designated pair - nxwn 
nwo main myn: The explanation of the 
mishna follows Rashi (Zevahim 67b) and the 
Rosh, who say that the mishna is referring to 
three distinct pairs (see the first explanation of 
the Commentary on Kinnim). Tosafot (Zevahim 
67b) claim that this explanation is slightly diffi- 
cult, as the mishna could have taught the same 
halakha using a case of only two intermingled 
pairs, an undesignated pair and a designated 
one. Some commentaries maintain that the 
mishna is referring to two groups of fledglings, 
one undesignated and the other designated, 
with each group consisting of burnt offerings 
and sin offerings (see Rambam, Ra’avad, and 
Ba'al HaMaor). 
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MI S H NA 3 9) Consider a casewhere eachwoman 

ê owned a different number of pairs, 
e.g., one pair belonged to this woman and two pairs belonged to 
that woman; three pairs belonged to this woman; ten belonged to 
that woman; and one hundred belonged to this other woman, and 
they became intermingled. If the priest performed the rites of all 
of them above, in the manner of a burnt offering, half of the offer- 
ings are valid, as half were supposed to be sacrificed above as burnt 
offerings, and half are disqualified, as they were supposed to be 
sacrificed below as sin offerings. Similarly, ifhe performed the rites 
of all of them below, in the manner of a sin offering, half are valid 
and half are disqualified. If the priest performed the rites of half 
of the group of fledglings above and of half of the group below, the 


greatest number of pairs owned by one woman is valid.™ 


This is the principle: In any case where you are able to divide 
the pairs, half above and half below, so that there will not be 
fledglings of those that belong to one woman both above and 
below, half of the fledglings are valid and half are disqualified, as 
it is possible that all the fledglings sacrificed in each place belonged 
to one woman, and only half were sacrificed properly. And in any 
case where you are unable to divide the pairs unless fledglings of 
one woman are sacrificed both above and below, i.e., where each 
woman owns a different number of pairs, then the greatest number 
of pairs owned by one woman is valid. 

In a case where sin offerings 


, MI SHNA 3 : 3 belonging to this woman became 


intermingled with burnt offerings belonging to that woman, if the 
priest performed the rites of all of them above, in the manner of 
a burnt offering, half are valid and half are disqualified. This is 
because the burnt offerings were sacrificed properly, whereas the 
sin offerings were supposed to be sacrificed on the bottom half 
of the altar. Similarly, if the priest sacrificed all of them below, 
half are valid and half are disqualified, as the sin offerings were 
sacrificed properly while the burnt offerings were not. If the priest 
sacrificed half of the intermingled group above and half of it 
below, both halves are disqualified," as I can say that the sin 
offerings were sacrificed above and the burnt offerings were 


sacrificed below. 
MI SHNA 3 z 4 Consider the case of two women, 
8 one of whom was obligated to 
bring two sin offerings and one burnt offering, and the other who 
was obligated to bring two burnt offerings and one sin offering. The 
two women jointly brought three pairs of birds. The fledglings of 
the first pair were designated as a sin offering for the first woman 
and as a burnt offering for the second woman, respectively; the 
second was an undesignated pair; and the third was a designated 
pair" in which one fledgling was designated as a burnt offering and 
the other as a sin offering, but they did not specify for whom. 


HALAKHA 


The greatest number of pairs owned by one woman is valid - 
waT: In a case where two groups of pairs of fledglings became 

intermingled, and each group consisted of a different number of pairs, 
e.g., one group contained four fledglings and the other six, if all the 

fledglings were sacrificed above or all below, half of the fledglings 

are valid and half are disqualified. If half were sacrificed below and 

half above, the number of fledglings in the larger group is valid. This 

is the halakha if the priest did not consult the Sages. If he consulted 

them and disregarded their instruction and sacrificed them, then the 

number in the smaller group is valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:6). 
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Half of the intermingled group above and half of it below, both 
halves are disqualified - nibips pnw jen msm fyi) myn: 

If sin offerings and burnt offerings were placed before a priest, and 
he sacrificed all of them above or all below, half of the offerings are 
valid and half are disqualified. If the priest sacrificed half above and 
half below, and he does not know whether he sacrificed the sin offer- 
ings above or below, all of the offerings are disqualified, as one can 
say that all the burnt offerings were sacrificed below and all the sin 
offerings were sacrificed above (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 8:9). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


ayn we myn - edd prs oa 
bapa 


Ifthe priest performed the rites of all of them above," half are valid 
and half are disqualified, as the burnt offerings were sacrificed 
properly while the sin offerings were not. Likewise, if the priest 
performed the rites of all of them below, half are valid and half are 


disqualified, as the sin offerings were sacrificed properly while the 
burnt offerings were not. 
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If the priest performed the rites of half of the group above and the 
rites of half of the group below, i.e., one fledgling from each pair was 


sacrificed above and the other below, but it is unclear which fledg- 
ling was sacrificed in which location, then only the undesignated 
pair is valid, as by sacrificing one above and one below the priest 
designated them as a burnt offering and as a sin offering, respectively. 
The other pairs are disqualified, as it is possible that the priest per- 
formed the rites of the sin offerings above and the burnt offerings 
below. And as the women brought the fledglings jointly, the valid 
pair is divided between the two women," with one bird counting 
toward the obligation of each woman. 
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MISHNA 3:5 


became intermingled with pairs of undesignated obligatory bird 
offerings, none of the fledglings are fit to be sacrificed except for 


An earlier mishna (1:2) teaches that 
in the case of sin offerings that 


the number of sin offerings that are part of the pairs of obligatory 
bird offerings." Although this is the halakha ab initio, if a priest erred 
and sacrificed all of the fledglings, performing the rites of half of the 
fledglings below and half of the fledglings above, the halakha is 


as follows: 


And the valid pair is divided between the two women - K7) 
ya npynnn: According to the majority of the commentaries, 
when the women bring another pair of fledglings in place of the 
designated pair that was disqualified, they must stipulate that if 
the burnt offering of the undesignated pair was for Rachel and 
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NOTES 


the sin offering was for Leah, then the burnt offering of this pair 
shall be for Leah and the sin offering shall be for Rachel, and vice 
versa. By contrast, the Rambam makes no mention of any such 
requirement when bringing the additional pairs (see Shoham 
VeYashtfe). 


If there were twice as many obligatory bird offerings as there were 
sin offerings, e.g., two pairs of undesignated obligatory bird offer- 
ings became intermingled with two sin offerings, totaling six fledg- 


lings, of which three were sacrificed above and three below, then 
half of the fledglings are valid and half are disqualified." In this 
case, two sin offerings and one burnt offering are valid. 


If there were twice as many obligatory bird offerings as sin 


is referring to a case where the priest mistakenly sacrificed three 
fledglings above and three below. Accordingly, if two sin offerings 
became intermingled with two pairs of undesignated fledglings, 
half of the fledglings are valid, i.e., two sin offerings and one burnt 
offering, as even if the two designated sin offerings were sacri- 
ficed on the upper half of the altar, one undesignated fledgling 
was necessarily sacrificed properly above and two undesignated 
fledglings were sacrificed properly as sin offerings. 


NOTES 


By contrast, if there are twice as many sin offerings as undes- 
ignated fledglings, e.g., eight sin offerings became intermingled 
with two pairs of undesignated fledglings, then if the priest 
performed the rites of half above and half below, none of those 
sacrificed above are valid, as it is possible that all of the fledglings 
sacrificed above were actually sin offerings. Of the six fledglings 
sacrificed below, four are valid, as two of the designated sin 
offerings were necessarily sacrificed below, and another two are 
valid because they are either designated sin offerings or the sin 
offerings of the undesignated pairs. The remaining two fledglings 
sacrificed below are disqualified, as they might be the undes- 
ignated fledglings that were supposed to be sacrificed above. 


HALAKHA 


If the priest performed the rites of all of them above, 
etc. - 3) wah th my: In a case where there were 
three groups of fledglings before a priest: One group 
of sin offerings; one of burnt offerings; and one undes- 
ignated group, half of which were for burnt offerings 
and half were for sin offerings; if the priest sacrificed 
all of them above or all below, half are valid and half 
are disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 8:10). 


And the valid pair is divided between the two women — 
ya npbnna vm: If, in the scenario described in the 
previous note, the priest sacrificed half the fledglings 
above and half below, only the undesignated group is 
valid. This group is divided among the owners, which 
means that each owner fulfills part of her respective 
obligations with her half (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:11). 


Except for the number of sin offerings that are of the 
pairs of obligatory bird offerings — nixen pn Koy 
Mainaw: If obligatory sin offerings became intermingled 
with undesignated pairs, only the number of sin offerings 
among the pairs of obligatory bird offerings are fit. The 
number of burnt offerings among the pairs of obligatory 
offerings that were intermingled with the sin offerings 
are all disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 8:2). 


HALAKHA 


If there were twice as many obligatory bird offerings 
as sin offerings half are valid and half are disqualified - 


half of the obligatory offerings are valid and half are 
disqualified, and the priest sacrifices all of them below 
in the manner of a sin offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:3, and see Ra’avad there). 
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HALAKHA 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a pair of fledglings 
if | give birth to a male - Dyv IP by ym: In a case 
where a woman says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
a pair of fledglings if | give birth to a male, if she indeed 
gives birth to a male she must bring four fledglings: Two 
in fulfillment of her vow, which are sacrificed as burnt 
offerings, and two for the obligation incumbent upon 
all women who give birth, of which one is sacrificed 
as a sin offering and the other as a burnt offering. The 
priest should therefore sacrifice three fledglings as burnt 
offerings and one as a sin offering. 

If he did not consult with the woman and mistak- 
enly sacrificed two above as burnt offerings and two 
below as sin offerings, the woman must bring another 
fledgling to be sacrificed above. When does this apply? 
It applies in a case where the woman brought the fledg- 
lings from one species. If she brought one pair of doves 
and one pair of pigeons and the priest sacrificed one 
pair above and one pair below and he does not recall 
which species he sacrificed above (Ra’avad), the woman 
must bring an additional dove and pigeon as burnt 
offerings in order to fulfill her obligation. The reason is 
that if the doves were sacrificed below, she must bring 
an additional dove above to fulfill her obligation, and 
if the pigeons were sacrificed below, she must bring 
an additional pigeon to sacrifice above. This is because 
one may not bring one dove and one pigeon as a pair 
of obligatory bird offerings; rather, one must bring either 
two doves or two pigeons (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 10:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Fledgling [perida] - 7915: Some explain that a perida 
means one dove from a pair of doves. Since a single 
dove is separated from its partner, it is called a perida, 
from parad, meaning separate. Others explain that 
peruda means a single bird, possibly from the Greek 
mtepidioc, pteridios, meaning a winged creature. 
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If there were twice as many sin offerings as there were undesignated 
obligatory bird offerings, e.g., eight sin offerings became inter- 
mingled with two pairs of undesignated bird offerings, for a total of 
twelve fledglings, of which six were sacrificed above and six below, 
then the number of valid offerings equals the number of fledglings 
included in the obligatory bird offerings. In this case, four sin 
offerings are valid. 


The mishna (1:2) continued: And so too, in the case of a burnt 
offering that became intermingled with pairs of undesignated 
obligatory bird offerings, none of the fledglings are fit to be sacri- 
ficed except for the number of burnt offerings that are part of the 
pairs of obligatory bird offerings. Although this is the halakha ab 
initio, ifa priest erred and sacrificed all of the fledglings, performing 
the rites of half of the fledglings above and half of the fledglings 
below, the halakha is as follows: If there were twice as many obliga- 
tory bird offerings as burnt offerings, half of the fledglings are valid 
and half are disqualified. If there were twice as many burnt offer- 
ings as undesignated obligatory bird offerings, the number of valid 
offerings equals the number of fledglings included in the obligatory 


bird offerings. 
MISHNA 3 " 6 Consider the case of a pregnant 
è woman who said: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a pair of fledglings as a voluntary offering ifI give 
birth to a male," in addition to the obligatory bird offerings brought 
by a woman who gives birth. If she then gave birth to a male, she 
brings two pairs, one to fulfill her vow and one to fulfill her obliga- 
tion. The obligatory pair must consist of a burnt offering and a sin 
offering, while the voluntary bird offerings are always burnt offer- 
ings. If she gave the four fledglings to the priest without specifying 
which of the fledglings is the sin offering and which are the burnt 
offerings, the priest must perform the rites of three fledglings 
[peridin]' above, on the upper half of the altar as burnt offerings, 
and the rites of one fledgling below, on the lower half of the altar as 
a sin offering. 


If the priest did not do so, but rather, he performed the rites of two 
fledglings above and of two fledglings below, assuming that both 
pairs were obligatory offerings, and he did not consult with the 
woman, then one fledgling from the pair of voluntary burnt offerings 
is disqualified. The woman must therefore bring one more fledg- 
ling, and the priest shall sacrifice it above, as a burnt offering. This 
is the halakha when all four fledglings were of one species, either 
pigeons or doves. 


If the fledglings were of two species, i.e., one pair of pigeons and 
one of doves, and the priest sacrificed one of each pair above and 
one of each pair below, and he does not recall which pair he sacri- 
ficed first, she brings two" fledglings, one of each species, and the 
priest sacrifices them as burnt offerings. This is because the first pair 
to be sacrificed is considered the obligatory offering and the second 
pair is the voluntary offering. Since it is uncertain whether the vol- 
untary offering consisted of pigeons or doves, the woman must bring 
one pigeon and one dove to fulfill the remainder of her vow. 


NOTES 


If the fledglings were of two species she brings two — 38n 
Dnw wan pma: This follows the explanation of Rashi (Zevahim 
67b), who maintains that when one obligatory pair and one vol- 
untary pair are sacrificed, the first pair is always the obligatory 
one. Accordingly, the only uncertainty concerns which species of 
fledgling was sacrificed below from the second pair. Since both 
fledglings must be of the same species, she brings one fledgling 
of each species to fulfill the obligation of her vow. 

The Rambam disagrees with regard to both of these points, 
as he contends that the halakha that one may not bring a dove 
together with a pigeon applies only to pairs of obligatory bird 
offerings, not to gift offerings. Consequently, it is possible that the 


first pair that was sacrificed fulfills her vow rather than her obliga- 
ion. The Rambam therefore explains that the mishna is referring 
o a case where the priest sacrificed one pair above and one pair 
below. The pair sacrificed above fulfills the woman's vow, as the 
pair was sacrificed as burnt offerings, while the pair sacrificed 
below is her obligatory offering. Accordingly, one of the fledglings 
was disqualified, as it was supposed to be sacrificed above. Since 
it is an obligatory offering and the woman must bring a fledg- 
ing of the same species, she brings one dove and one pigeon 
and sacrifices them as burnt offerings (see Tiferet Yisrael). The 
Rambam explains the continuation of the mishna in a similar 
manner. 
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If the woman explicitly stated which species of bird she would bring 
as her vow offering, but she subsequently forgot which species she 
stated, and she brought both pairs of a single species, and the priest 
mistakenly sacrificed two fledglings above and two below, she must 
bring three more fledglings as burnt offerings. One fledgling must 
be of the species she brought, to replace the bird mistakenly sacri- 
ficed below, and the other two fledglings must be of the other species, 
in case that was the species she specified in the first place. This is the 
halakha when both pairs were of one species. 


If the pairs that she brought were of two species, one pair of pigeons 
and one of doves, and the priest sacrificed one of each pair above 
and one below, and he does not recall which species was sacrificed 
second, then she brings four fledglings as burnt offerings, two of 
each species. She must bring one pigeon and one dove, as it is uncer- 
tain which species of fledgling was disqualified when it was sacrificed 
below. Furthermore, she must bring an additional pigeon and an 
additional dove, as it is uncertain whether the fledgling sacrificed 
above was of the species that she specified in her vow. 


If, in addition to specifying which species of bird she would bring 
for her vow, the woman committed to sacrificing her vow offerings™ 
together with the burnt offering of the obligatory pair, and she sub- 
sequently forgot which species she specified, and the priest mistak- 
enly sacrificed two fledglings above and two below, she must bring 
five more fledglings as burnt offerings. Since she undertook to bring 
all three burnt offerings together and only two burnt offerings were 
sacrificed, she did not fulfill even part of her vow. She must therefore 
bring two burnt offerings of each species, to ensure that she fulfills 
her vow, as she does not recall which species she specified. In addi- 
tion, she must bring another fledgling in lieu of the original obliga- 
tory burnt offering, to fulfill her commitment to bring them together. 
This additional fledgling must be of the same species as the sin 
offering. This is the halakha when both pairs were of one species. 


If the pairs were of two species and the priest does not recall which 
he sacrificed first as the obligatory pair, she brings six fledglings as 
burnt offerings: Two doves and two pigeons to ensure that she fulfills 
her vow, and one more of each species to ensure that the obligatory 
burnt offering is of the same species as the sin offering. 


Ina case where the woman specified the species of her vow offering 
but subsequently forgot which species she stated, and she gave 
the two pairs of fledglings to the priest, and she does not know 
what species she gave, whether two pairs of doves or two pairs of 
pigeons, or one pair of doves and one of pigeons, and the priest went 
and performed the offerings and he does not know what he did, 
whether he sacrificed both pairs above or both below, or half above 
and half below, then it is possible that the woman fulfilled neither 
her obligation nor her vow. She must therefore bring seven more 
fledglings. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


If the woman explicitly stated which species of bird she 
would bring as her vow offering, etc. -= 131 ATN TW: 
According to Rashi, the woman specified at the time of her 
vow which species of fledgling she would bring and she 
subsequently forgot which one she specified. Consequently, 
when the priest sacrifices one fledgling of each pair above 
and one below, the obligatory offerings are valid, as it is of 
no consequence which species is sacrificed. But the woman 
has not yet fulfilled the obligation of her vow, as it is pos- 
sible that the species she brought was not the species she 
specified. Accordingly, she brings one more fledgling of the 
species that was already sacrificed, to complete one pair o 
a single species and one pair of the other species, due to 
the possibility that the first species sacrificed was not the 
one she specified. If the woman brought pairs of differen 
species and the priest does not recall which species he 
sacrificed second, it is possible that he did not sacrifice the 
species she specified in her vow. Therefore, the woman mus 
bring one pair of each species as burnt offerings. 

According to the Rambam, the woman did not specify a 
the time of her vow which species she would bring; rather, 
when she brought two pairs to the priest, she specified 
which pair is for her obligatory offerings and which is for 
her vow offerings. Since the priest did not consult with 
the woman, it is possible that he sacrificed the pair of her 
vow offerings below and the pair of her obligatory offer- 
ings above. If so, only one burnt offering was sacrificed 
properly. The woman must therefore bring three fledglings 
to fulfill her remaining obligations: Two burnt offerings to 
fulfill her vow, and one sin offering to fulfill her obligation. 
Similarly, if the woman brought pairs of different species 
and specified, for example, that the doves will be her vow 
offerings and the pigeons her obligatory offerings, as it is 
possible that the priest sacrificed the doves below and the 
pigeons above, she must bring another pair for her vow 
offering. Additionally, she must bring yet another pair as her 
obligatory offering, as it is uncertain whether only her sin 
offering was sacrificed properly or whether her obligatory 
burnt offering was sacrificed properly. 


If the woman committed to sacrificing her vow offer- 
ings, etc. — 131 AYT AYAP: According to Rashi (Zevahim 
67b), the mishna is referring to a case where the woman 
specified the species she would bring for her vow offering 
and committed to bringing it together with her obligatory 
offerings. Essentially, it is as though she vowed: If | give birth 
toa male | will bring three burnt offerings instead of the one 
for which | am obligated. Others maintain that the mishna 
is referring to a case where the woman established at the 
time of her vow which species she would bring for her vow 
offering (Rambam). 


If the woman explicitly stated which species of bird she 
would bring as her vow offering — AY 71s: In a case where 
a woman specified her vow and said to the priest: These fledg- 
lings are for my vow and these are for my obligation, if the 
priest sacrificed one pair above and one pair below and he does 
not recall which pair he sacrificed above, it is possible that he 
sacrificed the pair for her vow below and her obligatory pair 
above, and therefore the woman must bring three additional 
fledglings: Two are sacrificed above to fulfill her vow and one is 
sacrificed below to fulfill her obligation. When is this the hala- 
kha? This applies when the woman brought the fledglings from 
one species. If she brought fledglings of two species, she must 
bring four fledglings: Two of the species she designated for her 


vow shall be sacrificed above to fulfill her vow, and two of any 
species shall be sacrificed to fulfill her obligation, i.e., one on 
the upper half of the altar and one on the lower half (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 10:2). 


If the woman committed to sacrificing her vow offerings, 
etc. = 131 ATT) AAP: In a case where a woman established as 
part of her vow that if she gives birth to a male it is incumbent 
upon her to bring two doves, and she gave birth and brought 
four fledglings, two for her vow and two for her obligation; and 
the priest sacrificed two above and two below and he does 
not recall which he sacrificed above; and the woman does not 
recall which species she designated in her vow, whether doves 


or pigeons; then she must bring two doves and two pigeons to 
fulfill her vow, and all four fledglings shall be sacrificed above. 
She must also bring one fledgling to fulfill her obligation and 
it is sacrificed above, because two fledglings were already sac- 
rificed below as sin offerings. When is this the halakha? This 
applies when the woman initially brought all the fledglings 
of a single species. If she brought pairs of different species, 
she must bring six fledglings: Two doves and two pigeons for 
her vow, and two fledglings for her obligation, either doves 
or pigeons, of which one is sacrificed above and one below 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 10:3; see 10:4 
and Mahari Kurkus there). 
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NOTES 

Its large intestine is used as strings for lyres - »y7 
moar: There is a dispute with regard to the identity of 
the nevel, which is mentioned in the Bible (e.g., Psalms 
71:22). According to the Rambam it is a string instrument, 
and some explain that he maintains it is the instrument 
known in Italian as /iuto, the lute (Shiltei Gibborim). Rashi 
explains that it is a wind instrument, perhaps similar to 
the bagpipe, which itself has ancient origins. Yet others 
maintain that it is a type of drum (Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola). He further quotes an opinion that it is an 
instrument similar to the modern-day harp. 


Traditional bagpipe from Serbia 


Even its wool produces sound as it is used to prepare 
sky-blue wool — nbon niwy imay 4x: Accordingly, a 
sheep produces eight sounds. This corresponds to the 
opinion of ben Azzai, who maintains that a woman must 
bring eight fledglings due to the various uncertainties. 
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These consist of four fledglings, two of each species, to ensure that 
she fulfills her vow; two fledglings, one of each species, as her 
obligatory burnt offering, as perhaps the priest sacrificed all of the 
pairs below, in which case her sin offering was valid and she must 
now bring her obligatory burnt offering of the same species as the 
sin offering, and one fledgling of either species as a sin offering, in 
case the priest sacrificed all the fledglings on the upper half of the 
altar and none were sacrificed as a sin offering. 


Ben Azzai says: She must bring two sin offerings, one dove and 
one pigeon, totaling eight bird offerings in all. As it is taught in an 
earlier mishna (2:5), ben Azzai maintains that the first fledgling 
sacrificed from a pair of obligatory bird offerings determines the 
species of fledgling that one must bring for the remaining obligatory 
offering. Accordingly, the species of the woman’s obligatory sin 
offering may have already been determined, as the woman's obliga- 
tory burnt offering might have been sacrificed properly. Since it is 
uncertain which species was sacrificed as a burnt offering, she must 
bring one fledgling of each species as sin offerings. 


Rabbi Yehoshua’ said: This is similar to that which the Sages said 
about a sheep: When it is alive, its voice is one; and when itis dead, 
its voice is seven. How is its voice seven? Its two horns are used 
for two trumpets; the bones of its two shanks are used to fashion 
two flutes; its skin is used for a drum; its large intestine is used as 
strings for lyres;" and its small intestine is used as strings for harps. 
And some say that even its wool produces sound, as it is used to 
prepare sky-blue wool [tekhelet]"! for the sky-blue robe of the High 
Priest, which has gold bells on its fringes. So too, with regard to the 
woman's offerings, due to the uncertainty as to which species was 
sacrificed on which portion of the altar, she must bring many more 
fledglings. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yehoshua — yim +37: This is Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Hananya the Levite, one of the leading Sages in the genera- 
tion following the destruction of the Second Temple. He served 
as a Levite singer in the Temple. After its destruction, he was 
among the students who followed their primary teacher, Rab- 
ban Yohanan ben Zakkai, to Yavne. Rabbi Yehoshua lived a life of 


Tekhelet - nban: This is referring to a special dye produced from 
a species of snail. In talmudic times this dye was already quite 
rare, and the means of preparing it, including the species of snail 
used, were eventually forgotten. In recent generations efforts 
have been made to identify the snail and resume use of the dye. 
The Torah (Numbers 15:38) commands one to use wool dyed this 
color for ritual fringes. One of the four threads of the fringes must 
be dyed with this blue dye, and this thread is wound around the 
other threads. Nevertheless, fulfillment of the mitzva to wear 
fringes is not contingent upon one of the threads being dyed, 
and today virtually all ritual fringes are prepared without the dyed 
thread. In addition, wool dyed this color was used in the priestly 
vestments. Some of these, such as the sash, the ephod, and the 
breastplate, had elements that consisted of wool dyed with this 
dye, and the robe was woven entirely with wool dyed sky blue. 


BACKGROUND 


poverty, working as a blacksmith, and was universally recognized 
as a leading Torah authority. Although he disagreed with Rabban 
Gamliel’s rulings on several occasions, he ultimately accepted the 
authority of the Nasi. After Rabban Gamliel’s death, he served as 
a leader of the Sages. 


Sky-blue dye 
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The contrast between the number of sounds produced by a sheep 
while it is alive and the larger number produced from its carcass after 
its death is reminiscent of the increased wisdom of an aging Torah 
scholar. This is as Rabbi Shimon ben Akashya says: In the case of 
elderly ignoramuses, who have not acquired Torah knowledge, as 
long as they age, their minds become confused, as it is stated: 

“He removes the speech of men of trust, and takes away the sense 
of the elders” (Job 12:20). But elders who are versed in Torah are 
not so, i.e., their minds do not become confused. Rather, as long 
as they age and their physical strength wanes, their minds become 
settled, as it is stated: “There is wisdom with aged men, and 
understanding in length of days” (Job 12:12). 
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Introduction to Tamid 


Now this is that which you shall offer upon the altar, 
two lambs of the first year day by day continually. The 
one lamb you shall offer in the morning, and the other 
lamb you shall offer in the afternoon. 

(Exodus 29:38-39) 


And you shall make an altar to burn incense upon; of 
acacia wood you shall make it. 
(Exodus 30:1) 


And Aaron shall burn upon it incense of sweet spices; 
every morning, when he cleans the lamps, he shall 
burn it. And when Aaron lights the lamps in the after- 
noon, he shall burn it, a perpetual incense before the 
Lord throughout your generations. 

(Exodus 30:7-8) 


Tractate Tamid and the subsequent tractate, Middot, are the last tractates in Seder 
Kodashim, the Order of Consecrated Items, in the Babylonian Talmud. Tractate 
Tamid describes the order and details of the daily Temple service, while tractate 
Middot describes the structure of the Temple. 


The Mishna of Tamid is one of the earliest tractates, as it was redacted shortly after 
the destruction of the Temple. It includes particulars of the Temple service reported 
by Sages who were firsthand witnesses to these procedures. The contents of the 
tractate are therefore presented as testimonies for future generations about the lost 
practices of the Temple. 


According to a tradition of the Sages, tractate Tamid was taught by Rabbi Shimon Ish 
HaMitzpa (see Yoma 14b; Jerusalem Talmud, Yoma 2:2), who was a contemporary of 
Rabban Gamliel the Elder in the era of the Temple. Some maintain that only part of 
the tractate was taught by Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa, as the tractate also includes 
statements of other Sages (Jerusalem Talmud, Yoma 2:2). 


A unique feature of this tractate is that it contains almost no disputes between Sages 
or exegetical derivations. Furthermore, it is not taught prescriptively, in the form of 
mitzvot, prohibitions, or other instructions for how one must behave in a particular 
area of halakha. Rather, it is presented as a descriptive narrative, a retelling of events. 
According to Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, this is the reason tractate 
Tamid is one of the last tractates in Seder Kodashim. 


As is the case for tractates Kinnim and Middot, there is no parallel Tosefta for Tamid. 
Nevertheless, whereas Kinnim and Middot have no Gemara, Tamid includes brief 
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sections of Gemara in the first, second, and fourth chapters, including passages 
of aggada. The redaction of these sections postdates the redaction of most of the 
Talmud. 


The particulars of the Temple service described here include the priest’s preparations 
for the daily service and the first rites performed each morning in the Temple: The 
sacrifice of the daily offering, the burning of the incense, and the preparation of the 
lamps of the Candelabrum. The particulars of the sacrificial rites of each type of 
offering are discussed in detail elsewhere, primarily in tractates Zevahim and Menahot. 


Descriptions of the daily preparations for the Temple service include particulars of 
the watches kept by the priests and Levites in and around the Temple. The priests 
were divided into patrilineal families that served in the Temple on different days. The 
mishna describes the preparations of the members of the patrilineal priestly family 
who were to serve in the Temple on that day. These descriptions include where the 
priests awaited their daily assignments and tasks; how a priest is to conduct himself if 
he is rendered ritually impure, which prevents him from participating in the Temple 
service; and the conventions for the different lotteries for assigning the privileges of 
performing the various rites. The last chapter of the tractate includes details of the 
service of the High Priest, who may perform any rite that he chooses, without having 
to participate in the lotteries. 


Tractate Tamid contains seven chapters. According to certain manuscripts and some 
of the early commentaries (Rambam; Meiri; Ra’avad), the last two chapters are 
combined, yielding only six chapters. 


Chapter One describes the locations in which the Temple watch is conducted. 
The mishna describes the watches kept by the priests, while the Gemara provides 
additional details with regard to the watches kept by the Levites. The chapter then 
addresses the first of the four daily lotteries, which determines who is privileged to 
perform the first daily rite, the removal of a portion of the ashes from the external 
altar. The chapter concludes with a description of the removal of the ashes. 


Chapter Two focuses on the preparation of the arrangements of wood upon the altar, 
which must be arranged and kindled before the offerings may be burned on the altar. 


Chapter Three commences with a description of the rites allocated to thirteen priests 
in the second of the four daily lotteries. The mishna details the rites and procedures 
that are performed before the slaughter of the daily morning offering: Bringing the 
sacrificial animal from the Chamber of the Lambs, preparing the service vessels, 
removing the ashes from the inner incense altar, and cleaning five of the lamps of 
the Candelabrum. 


Chapter Four discusses the slaughtering of the daily offering. The chapter also pro- 
vides a detailed description of the flaying and dissection of the offering, as well as 
the order in which the parts of the offering are brought to the ramp. 


Chapter Five discusses the rites performed after the daily offering is slaughtered: 
The priests’ prayers; the third lottery, which determines who is privileged to burn 
the incense; the fourth lottery, which determines who is privileged to burn the limbs 
of the daily offering on the altar; the manner in which the priestly vestments were 
donned and removed; the entry of the other priests to serve in the Temple; and the 
entry of the Levites to sing the daily psalm. 


Chapter Six describes the rites of cleaning the remaining two lamps of the Candela- 
brum and the burning of the incense on the inner altar. 
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Chapter Seven starts by describing the prostration of the priests within the Sanctu- 
ary after the completion of the rites of the daily offering. The chapter then turns to 
the recital of the Priestly Benediction, and delineates the differences between its 
recitation in the Temple and outside the Temple. The chapter ends with an account 
of the burning of the daily offering on the altar and the pouring of the wine libation, 
which are accompanied by the song of the Levites. 


The tractate’s description of the daily service concludes with a prayer: May it be His 
will that the Temple be speedily rebuilt in our day, amen. 

A list of the daily psalms sung by the Levites on each day of the week is appended 
to these portrayals. 


There is no commentary from Rashi extant on tractate Tamid. In its place on the mar- 
gin of the Vilna edition of the Talmud there is a commentary of unknown authorship, 
referred to as the Commentary on Tamid. 
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places in the Temple™ courtyard, in honor 
of the Temple, like guards in royal courtyards: In the Chamber of 
Avtinas,' which is the Chamber where the incense was prepared, 
and on the two sides of the northern section of the courtyard: In 
the Chamber of the Spark," where there was a small, perpetual fire, 
from which the fire of the altar would be lit ifit went out; and in the 
Chamber of the Hearth,’ where there was also a fire, by which the 
priests would warm themselves when it was cold. In the Chamber 
of Avtinas and in the Chamber of the Spark there were upper 
stories, and the young priests," who were not yet eligible to serve 
in the Temple, would keep watch there. 


In the Chamber of the Hearth, there was no upper story, as its 
ceiling was round like a cupola. And it was a large hall, surrounded 
by rows of stone that protruded from the walls and that served as 
benches. The elders of the patrilineal priestly family® that would 
serve in the Temple the following day would sleep there, and the 
keys to the Temple courtyard were in their possession. 


The young men of the priesthood, who were old enough to serve 
in the Temple, would also sleep in the Chamber of the Hearth. 
They would not sleep on benches, but instead each of the priests 
would sleep with his garment on the ground. Furthermore, they 
would not sleep dressed in the sacred vestments;" rather, they 
would remove them and fold them up. And then they would place 
their vestments on the floor beneath their heads, and cover them- 
selves with their own non-sacred garments. Ifa seminal emission 
befell one of the priests," rendering him ritually impure and unfit 
for service, he would leave the Chamber of the Hearth, and he 
would walk 


HALAKHA 


The priests would keep watch in three places in the Temple, 
etc.- 13) WIAT maa ow Dian minip nywa: The priests 
would keep watch in three places i in the Temple: ‘The Chamber 
of Avtinas, the Chamber of the Spark, and the Chamber of the 
Hearth. The Chamber of Avtinas and the Chamber of the Spark 
were upper stories built alongside the gates of the Temple court- 
yard. The watch was performed there by priests who did not 
perform the Temple service, as they were younger than twenty 
years old. The Chamber of the Hearth, which had a cupola ceil- 
ing, was a large hall surrounded by stone benches. The elders of 
the patrilineal family that was serving in the Temple on that day 
would sleep in this hall, and they would hold the keys to the 
courtyard in their possession (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 8:5 and Mishne LaMelekh there). 


They would not sleep dressed in the sacred vestments, 
etc. = IW Ip naa Ow wT x: The priests keeping watch in 
the Temple would not sleep in the priestly vestments. Rather, they 
would fold them and place them next to their heads, and they 


would wear their own garments (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 8:6). 


If a seminal emission befell one of the priests — any PY YS 

ita: If one of the priests keeping watch in the Temple experi- 
enced a seminal emission, he would walk along the circuitous 

path beneath the Temple until he would reach the Chamber of 
Immersion. The priest was permitted to walk along this path even 

in a state of impurity, because the paths leading to the Temple 

Mount were not sanctified. The priest would immerse for his ritual 

purification, after which he would return to his fellow priests and 

remain with them until the gates of the Temple were opened in 

the morning, at which point he would leave the Temple. 

There were lamps burning on both sides of the circuitous path 
along which the priest would walk, as well as a fire, to warm the 
area, and the bathroom of honor. The honor of this bathroom was 
manifested by the fact that if the door was closed, one could be 
sure that someone was inside (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 5:11, 8:7). 
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NOTES 


The Temple watch — wpa maw: Some commentar- 
ies explain that this watch was performed out of respect 
for the Temple. By maintaining a watch, the priests indi- 
cated that one may not be distracted from the nature 
of the place, neither by day nor by night (Rosh). Others 
add that the watch demonstrated that the Temple is like 
the palace of a king, as having sentries guarding a palace 
increases its honor (Rambam). 


The Chamber of the Spark — yix ma: According to 
some commentaries, this room was so named because 
there was a small fire inside, which was maintained in 
order to provide a perpetual reserve source for the fire 
of the arrangement of wood upon the altar (Beer Sheva). 
Others suggest that the room was like a portico, i.e., it 
was covered with a broad roof so that it resembled an 
enclosure that was open on one side, and rays of light 
would shine into it. Consequently, the brightly lit room 
was called the Chamber of the Spark (Rosh). 


The young [rovim] priests — D317: This term is often 
used in reference to the sons of the priests, as Targum 
Onkelos translates the verse: “And the child grew” (Exo- 
dus 2:10), as urva ravya. The early commentaries explain 
that rovim is referring to priests’ sons who were less than 
thirteen years old, as they are not yet eligible to serve 
in the Temple. Some commentaries disagree, claiming 
that it is inappropriate to delegate the mitzva of keep- 
ing watch in the Temple to children, who are not yet 
obligated to fulfill the mitzvot. They therefore explain 
that rovim means priests between the ages of thirteen 
and twenty. Such priests are obligated to fulfill the mitz- 
vot and are halakhically eligible to serve in the Temple, 
although in practice they would not serve until they 
were twenty years old (Mishne LaMelekh). Others suggest 
that rovim means archers (see Genesis 21:20). 


LANGUAGE 


Avtinas — Daeax: The source of this Greek name is 
unclear. Some maintain that it is a combination of the 
Greek eb, eu, meaning good, and Ovpiapya, thumiama, 
meaning fragrance, so that the name refers to incense or 
high-quality resin. According to this interpretation, the 
priestly Avtinas family was called by this name due to 
their expertise in the area of incense. Others claim that 
the name Avtinas is related to the Greek word et@vvoc, 
euthynos, meaning righteous judge or one who corrects 
or chastises. Therefore, this term may also be related to 
the Hebrew name Shefatya, meaning: God is the Judge. 
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NOTES 


Beneath the Temple [bira] - nyan nna: The meaning of 
bira, which literally denotes castle or fortification, is subject 
o a dispute between amora’im (Yoma 2a). According to 
Rabbi Yohanan, there was a particular building known as 
he bira that was situated next to the Chamber of the Stone 
House, in the northeast corner of the courtyard. Reish Lak- 
ish maintains that the entire Temple was called bira. This is 
in accordance even with the opinion that the tunnels under 
he Temple were sanctified, as that opinion concerned only 
he tunnels that opened to the Sanctuary, whereas this 
unnel was open to the Temple Mount. 


And a bathroom of honor — 7133 by KDT M: There 
is a need for a bathroom next to the place of immersion 
because the priest is required to urinate before immersing 
himself. If he does not do so, then when he subsequently 
urinates he is once again rendered impure, as it is possible 
hat seminal residue that remained in the penis when he 
immersed himself was emitted together with the urine 
(Ra‘avad; Rosh). 


May come and participate in the lottery — 5»D"1 xa»: The 
process of this lottery is explained in greater detail else- 
where (see Yoma, chapter 2). The priests of the patrilineal 
family that was assigned to perform the Temple service 
on that day would stand in a circle surrounding the priest 
appointed to conduct the lottery. Since one may not count 
people directly, for the purposes of counting those in atten- 
dance the appointed priest would instruct each of the 
other priests to extend a finger. The appointed priest would 
remove the mitre of one of the priests to indicate that the 
balloting would begin from him. The appointed priest, or 
according to the Rambam, the priests who were present, 
would arbitrarily choose a number higher than the number 
of priests who were there, and he would proceed to suc- 
cessively count the extended fingers, beginning with the 
priest from whom he removed the mitre. The priest whose 
finger corresponded to the arbitrarily chosen number was 
selected for whatever service was being assigned in the 
lottery. With regard to the place where the lottery was 
conducted, the matter is subject to a dispute among the 
commentaries. 


HALAKHA 


Whoever wants to remove the ashes from the altar, etc. — 
D1 Naval ne pind Ay xT "a: Every day, the priest 
responsible for conducting the lotteries would knock on 

the courtyard gate shortly before dawn, and those inside 

would open it for him. All the priests there must immerse 

and don the priestly vestments before the appointed priest 
arrives. They would wait in the Chamber of Hewn Stone, 
where the lotteries were conducted to determine who 

would perform the assorted tasks of the service, including 

the service of removing the ashes (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:1). 


LANGUAGE 


Rooster [gever] — 133: Gever literally means man or male. 
The phrase: The call of the gever, refers to the fact that a 
rooster calls out loudly, in particular during the period just 
before morning, when the sky begins to grow light. Some 
suggest that the term gever should be understood in this 
context literally, to refer to the appointed crier, who would 
call the priests to the Temple service at around dawn. 
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through the circuitous passage that extended beneath the 
Temple,” as he could not pass through the Temple courtyard, due 
to his impurity. And there were lamps burning on this side and on 
that side of the passage. He would walk through the passage until 
he reached the Chamber of Immersion. And there was a fire 
burning there to warm the priests after they had immersed, and also 
a bathroom of honor," so that the priests could urinate before 
immersion. This was the manifestation of its honor: If one found 
the door closed, he would know that there was a person there, and 
he would wait for him to exit before entering. If one found the door 
open, it was known that there was no person there, and he could 
enter. In this manner, the one using it was afforded privacy. 


After the priest descended and immersed in the ritual bath, he 
ascended and dried himself with a towel, and warmed himself 
opposite the fire. He then came back to the Chamber of the Hearth 
and sat with his brethren the priests until dawn, when the gates 
of the Temple courtyard would be opened. He would then leave 
the Temple and go on his way. Since the purification process of one 
who immerses is not complete until sunset, by rabbinic law he could 
not remain in the Temple during the daytime. 


The mishna describes the commencement of the daily service in 
the Temple: Among the members of the priestly family who are to 
serve in the Temple that day, whoever wants to remove the ashes 
from the altar" rises early and immerses himself in a ritual bath, as 
required of anyone who enters the Temple courtyard. He must 
immerse before the appointed priest® arrives, as the appointed 
priest oversees the lottery that determines which priests perform 
the various rites of the Temple service, and the first of those lotteries 
determines who will be charged with the removal of the ashes. And 
at what time does the appointed priest arrive? The times of his 
arrival are not all the same. There are times that he comes at the 
call of the rooster [hagever],' or he might come at an adjacent time, 
either before the call of the rooster or after it. 


The appointed priest arrived at the Chamber of the Hearth, where 
the priests of the patrilineal family were assembled, and he knocked 
on the gate to alert them to open the gate for him. And when they 
opened the gate for him, he said to them: Whoever immersed in 
the ritual bath may come and participate in the lottery." They then 
conducted the lottery, and whoever won that lottery won the 
privilege to perform the rite of the removal of the ashes. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that the priests would 


keep watch in three locations in the Temple. 
The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? Abaye 
said that they are derived from a verse, as the verse states: “And 
those that were to camp before the Tabernacle eastward, before 
the Tent of Meeting toward the sunrise, were Moses and Aaron 
and his sons, keeping the watch of the Sanctuary, for the watch 
of the children of Israel, and the non-priest who came near was to 
be put to death” (Numbers 3:38). 


The appointed priest — navaa: The appointed priest, who was 
the most senior official in the Temple, was responsible for the 
performance of the Temple service and oversaw the other duties 
in the Temple. Accordingly, this individual was essentially the 
assistant to the High Priest, although from a halakhic perspective 


BACKGROUND 


he had no privileged status and was no different from any other 
priest. As time went on, the responsibilities associated with the 
position grew, until in practice the appointed priest became 
one of the most influential individuals in the Temple, second 
only to the High Priest. 
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The Sages say in response: Yes, we have found in this verse that in 
general the Torah requires a watch to be kept. Furthermore, the 
verse indicates that it is the priests and Levites who are required to 
perform the watch, as it states the precedent of Moses, who was a 
Levite, and Aaron, who was a priest. But the mishna (Middot 1:1) 
teaches: The priests would keep watch in three places" in the 
Temple courtyard ... and the Levites in twenty-one places. Accord- 
ing to the mishna, the priests and Levites kept watch in different 
locations, whereas in the verse the priests and the Levites are 
written together, indicating that they kept watch in the same places. 


The Sages say that this is what the verse is saying: “And those that 
were to camp before the Tabernacle eastward, before the Tent 
of Meeting toward the sunrise, were Moses,” indicating that the 
Levites keep watch. And then the verse states with regard to the 
separate watch kept by the priests: “Aaron and his sons, keeping 
the watch of the Sanctuary.” Furthermore, the verse indicates that 
Aaron keeps watch in one place, and his sons keep watch in two 
other places, from which it is derived that the priests keep watch in 
three different places. 


The Gemara asks: From where is it derived that the verse should be 
interpreted in this manner? This is derived from the fact that it is 
written: “And those that were to camp... were Moses,” and it is 
written separately: “Aaron and his sons, keeping the watch.’ This 
indicates that those who were to camp and thereby keep watch 
are discrete, and those keeping the watch are discrete, i.e., they 
perform different watches in separate places. 


The Gemara objects: One can say that all of the priests keep watch 
in one place that is discrete from the watches of the Levites, but 
not in three separate places. The Gemara explains: That possibility 
should not enter your mind, as the verse juxtaposes the watches of 
Moses and Aaron. This indicates that just as Moses keeps watch in 
one place discretely, so too, Aaron and his sons each keep watch 
in one place discretely, and they do not keep watch together. 


Rav Ashi said that the halakha that the priests keep watch in three 
places is derived from the end of the verse, which states: “Moses 
and Aaron and his sons, keeping [shomerim] the watch [mish- 
meret] of the Sanctuary, for the watch [lemishmeret] of the children 
of Israel.” The verse uses three terms from the root shin, mem, 
reish, which means to watch, indicating that there should be three 
separate watches. 


§ The mishna teaches that the Chamber of Avtinas and the Cham- 
ber of the Spark were upper stories. Concerning this, a dilemma 
was raised before the Sages: Were these halls actual upper stories?" 
Or perhaps they were merely very tall, built upon pillars, and 
therefore were like upper stories. 


HALAKHA 


Were actual upper stories — 117 wan nwvbp:The Chamber of Avtinas in tractate Middot and the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 


and the Chamber of the Spark were upper stories built alongside the 


khot Beit HaBehira 8:5). 


gates of the courtyard. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna 


HALAKHA 


The priests would keep watch in three places, 
etc. -13 OW oian Nips nwhwa: With 
regard to the mitzva to keep watch in the Temple, 
the priests perform this task inside, and the Levites 
outside. Every night, twenty-four men would keep 
watch in twenty-four locations; the priests would 
keep watch in three locations, while the Levites 
would keep watch in twenty-one places. This ruling 
is in accordance with the mishna in tractate Middot 
(1:1) and the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:4). 
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BACKGROUND 


Gate of the Spark - yixin ww: The numbers in the 


image below indicate the location of the following: 


1. Chamber of Avtinas 

2. Chamber of the Spark 
3. Chamber of the Hearth 
4. Gate of the Spark 


Locations where the priests kept watch in the Temple courtyard 


LANGUAGE 


Portico [akhsadra] — 71>: From the Greek eéSpa, 


exedra, meaning a covered entrance to a house. 
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The Gemara explains: Come and hear a resolution, as we learned 
in a mishna that discusses the seven gates to the Temple courtyard 
(Middot 1:5): There were three gates that were in the north," and 
the first of these was the Gate of the Spark.’ It was like a portico 
[akhsadra],' and there was an upper story built atop it, where the 
honor guard stood, with the priests watching from above, in the 
upper story; and the Levites would keep watch from below." And 
the hall had an entrance toward the non-sacred area of the Temple 
Mount. This mishna indicates that the Chamber of the Spark was 
an actual upper story. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters, that the priests 
and Levites kept watch on different stories, derived? This is derived 
from a verse, as the Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states that 
God said to Aaron: “And your brethren also, the tribe of Levi, the 
tribe of your father, you shall bring near with you, that they may 
accompany you and serve you” (Numbers 18:2). The verse is 
speaking of the Levites accompanying Aaron in your, i.e., Aaron’s, 
service of keeping watch in the Temple, which is the only service 
performed by both priests and Levites. Since the verse speaks of the 
watch of the Levites only as an accompaniment to the watch of the 
priests, the Levites do not keep watch from above like the priests, 
but only from below. 


The baraita asks: Do you say that the verse speaks of the Levites’ 
accompanying the priests in your service, of the priests keeping 
watch, or is it only stating that the Levites should accompany the 
priests through their own service of bearing the sacred vessels? The 
baraita explains that when the verse states: “And they shall accom- 
pany you, and they shall keep the watch of the Tent of Meeting” 
(Numbers 18:4), this is referring to keeping watch of all the Temple’s 
vessels and all its service, and consequently their own service of 
bearing the sacred vessels is already stated. How, then, do I realize 
the meaning of the previous verse: “That they may accompany 
you and serve you” (Numbers 18:2)? The verse is speaking of the 
Levites accompanying the priests in your service, of the priests 
keeping watch in the Temple. How so? The priests keep watch 
from above, and the Levites accompany them from below. 


§ With regard to the third place in which the priests would keep 
watch, the mishna states: In the Chamber of the Hearth the ceiling 
was round like a cupola, and it was a large hall. 


NOTES 
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That were in the north — ;is¥aw: The order and identity of the 
northern gates of the Temple are a subject of confusion, since the 
lists given in the first and second chapters of Middot appear to 
contradict each other. Due to the differing opinions of the com- 
mentaries, the locations of these gates are not always depicted 
consistently in the images and diagrams in this volume. 


The priests watching from above and the Levites from below — 
Tena ohm nyaya myw oia: Some explain that the Levites 
did not keep watch in the Chamber of the Spark, as the Chamber 
of the Spark is not listed in tractate Middot among the twenty- 
one places where the Levites kept watch. Rather, this statement 


serves to explain that in general the priests would keep watch 
from above and the Levites from below, and this is the reason the 
priests kept watch specifically in the upper story of the Chamber 
of the Spark (Commentary on Jamid; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 8:8). 

Others explain that the watch was performed in this manner in 
the Chamber of the Spark itself, with the priests in the upper story 
and the Levites in the lower story. If so, this means that in addition 
to the twenty-one places the Levites conducted their own watch, 
they also joined the priests in the three locations where they kept 
watch, although the Levites did not watch together with the priests 
in those places (Smag; Rabbeinu Shemaya on Middot). 
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The Gemara asks: But was there only one watchman in the Cham- 
ber of the Hearth? And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a 
mishna (Middot 1:7): The Chamber of the Hearth had two gates;° 
one, on the north side, was open to the rampart, and one, on the 
south side, was open to the courtyard. Rabbi Yehuda said: This 
gate that was open to the courtyard had a small wicket" in the door 
of the gate, through which the priests would enter in order to 
examine the courtyard and ensure that everything was in order. 
The Chamber of the Hearth had two gates, and therefore there 
should have been two watchmen there. Abaye said: Since the two 
gates stood next to each other, i.e., directly opposite one another, 
it was sufficient for them to be watched by one watchman, who 
could look here and look there. 


§ The mishna teaches that the Chamber of the Hearth was sur- 
rounded by rows of stone that protruded from the walls and that 
served as benches. The Gemara asks: What are these rows of stone? 
They are rows of chiseled stones by which the priests ascend to 
another row of stone, where they could lie down. The Gemara asks: 
And would they split the stones in the process of building the 
Temple? But isn’t it written: “For the Temple, when it was being 
built, was built of whole stone made ready at the quarry; and there 
was neither hammer nor ax nor any tool ofiron heard in the Temple, 
while it was being built” (1 Kings 6:7)? 


Abaye said: It was prohibited to use iron implements to cut the 
stones only inside the Temple area. In this case it was permitted to 
have chiseled stones, as the builders prepared the stones in another 
location. And the builders initially brought small stones and large 
stones" with which to build the Temple, as it is written: “And the 
foundation was of costly stones, even great stones, stones of ten 
cubits, and stones of eight cubits” (1 Kings 7:10). Accordingly, the 
larger stones were used for the lower tier, while the smaller stones 
were for the higher tier, forming protruding benches upon which 
the priests could sleep. 


The mishna teaches that the elders of the patrilineal family that 
would serve in the Temple the following day would sleep there, 
on the rows of stone. The Gemara asks: But why did the priests 
sleep on the stones? Let them bring beds into the Chamber of the 
Hearth. Abaye said: It is not proper conduct to bring beds" into 
the Temple. 


The mishna further teaches that with regard to the young men of 
the priesthood, each of them would sleep with his garment on the 
ground. The Gemara asks: Why is it that there, in the earlier mishna, 
the tanna calls them young [rovim] priests, whereas here, the tanna 
calls them 


HALAKHA 


This gate that was open to the Ea had a small wicket, 
between te Chambe of mhet Hearth nd the courtyard. Every 
day, the appointed priest and two groups of priests would pass 
through this wicket before dawn to inspect the courtyard. This 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (see 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:11). 


As the builders prepared the stones in another location and 
initially brought small stones and large stones — 131 3pNT 
KINI IK) KWN IK NTP: The Sanctuary and the court- 
yard must be built of large stones. If such stones cannot be found, 


bricks are used instead. In any case, the stones may not be split 
into the specified dimensions on the Temple Mount; rather, they 
should first be cut and chiseled elsewhere, and only then brought 
into the Temple. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 
Abaye (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:8). 


It is not proper conduct to bring beds — yy NYT MK wh 
Miwn: The priests keeping watch in the Temple would sleep onthe 
ground, in the manner of watchmen in the kings’ courtyards, who 
do not sleep in beds. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:6). 


BACKGROUND 
Gates of the Chamber of the Hearth — pian ma ww: 
The numbers in the image below indicate the location 
of the following: 


1. Chamber of the Hearth 

2. Rampart 

3. Gate to the rampart 

4. Gate and wicket to the courtyard 


West 


Chamber of the Hearth and its gates 


13.17’ p: TAMID : PEREK I: 26B 


419 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek I 
Daf27 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 

Young men of the priesthood [pirhei 
khehunna] - 73973 +m: The word pirhei refers 
to something young and small that is still in the 
process of maturation and blooming, like a perah, a 
flower. For the same reason, a chick is referred to as 
a pirhata in Aramaic. Accordingly, pirhei khehunna 
means young priests. 


HALAKHA 


And the Levites would keep watch in twenty- 
one places — ninipa Ink) mwya pba: The 
Levites would keep watch in twenty-one places in 
the Temple: At the five gates of the Temple Mount; 
within the four corners of the Temple Mount; out- 
side the four corners of the courtyard, due to the 
prohibition against sitting in the courtyard; outside 
the five gates of the courtyard; in the Chamber 
of the Offering; in the Chamber of the Curtain, 
separating the Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies; 
and behind the Chamber of the Ark Cover. This 
ruling is in accordance with the mishna in tractate 
Middot (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 
8:8-9). 


BACKGROUND 


The priests keep watch in three places...Levites 
keep watch in twenty-one places — nwhwa 
ninpa TN) owya Dh.. iw Dia Diipa: 
Three watches of the priests: 
1. Chamber of Avtinas 
2. Chamber of the Spark 
3. Chamber of the Hearth 


Five gates of the Temple Mount: 
4. Tadi Gate 
5. Kifonos Gate 
6-7. Huldah’s Gates 
8. Shushan Gate 


g. Four corners of the Temple Mount, within the 
Temple Mount wall 


Five gates of 
yard wall: 
10. Gate of the Kindling 
11. Gate of the Firstborn 
12. Gate of the Water 
13. Gate of Nicanor 
14. Women's Gate 


he courtyard, outside the court- 


15. Outside t 
courtyard 

16. Chamber of the Offering 

17. Behind the Chamber of the Ark Cover 


e four corners of the Temple 


The location of the Chamber of the Curtain is 


unknown. 


Locations where the Levites kept watch 
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the young men of the priesthood [pirhei khehunna]?' Is there a 
distinction between these different terms? The Sages say: Yes, there 
is a distinction. There, with regard to the priests who keep watch 
in the Chamber of Avtinas and in the Chamber of the Spark, the 
mishna is referring to priests who have not reached the age at which 
they are eligible to perform the Temple service, and therefore the 
tanna calls them young priests. The older priests would not keep 
watch, as they preferred to perform the Temple service. Here, with 
regard to the priests who sleep in the Chamber of the Hearth in 
order to be ready to perform the morning rites, the mishna is refer- 
ring to priests who have reached the age at which they are eligible 
to perform the Temple service, and consequently the tanna calls 
them the young men of the priesthood. 


§ We learned in a mishna elsewhere (Middot 1:1): The priests 
would keep watch in three places in the Temple courtyard: In the 
Chamber of Avtinas, and in the Chamber of the Spark, and in the 
Chamber of the Hearth. 


And the Levites would keep watch in twenty-one places,"® as fol- 
lows: Five upon the five gates of the Temple Mount; four upon 
the four corners of the Temple Mount, within the wall surrounding 
the Temple Mount; five upon the five gates of the Temple court- 
yard, and four upon the four corners of the Temple courtyard 
outside the courtyard wall, surrounding the Temple courtyard. 
One watch is observed in the Chamber of the Offering, where 
animals that had been checked for blemishes were held in readiness 
for sacrifice; one watch is kept in the Chamber of the Curtain, 
where the Curtain separating the Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies 
was woven; and finally, one watch is kept behind the Chamber of 
the Ark Cover, in the area between the Holy of Holies and the 
western wall of the Temple Mount. 


With regard to these twenty-one places where the Levites keep 
watch, the Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? 
Rav Yehuda of Sura said, and some say that it was taught in a 
baraita: This is derived as it is written with regard to the Levites 
assigned by David to serve as gatekeepers upon the future construc- 
tion of the Temple: Eastward were six Levites, northward four 
Levites, southward four Levites,” and for the Asuppim two and 
two. For the Parbar westward," four at the causeway, and two at 
the Parbar (see 1 Chronicles 26:17-18). 


The Sages say that if these verses are the source for the twenty-one 
places in which the Levites keep watch, that is difficult, as these 
watches enumerated in the verse are twenty-four in total. Abaye 
said: This is what the verse is saying: “For the Asuppim two,’ and 
they are always only two. It is not uncommon for a verse to repeat 
a word for emphasis in this manner, especially at the end of a verse. 


Northward four Levites southward four Levites - ob mjah 
TWIN Db mand TYIN: The verse is cited here inaccurately, The 
correct reading of the verse is as follows: “Eastward were six Levites, 
northward four a day, southward four a day and for the Asuppim two 
and two. For the Parbar westward, four at the causeway, and two 
at the Parbar" (| Chronicles 26:17-18). The correct reading appears in 


some versions of the Gemara. 


Asuppim, Parbar — 7275 ,D°3D%: The commentaries note that the 
meaning of the terms Asuppim and Parbar is unclear. Some suggest 


NOTES 


that Asuppim is derived from osefim, gather, and it refers to a place 
where the contributions to the Temple treasury were collected. 
Alternatively, the term is from nosafim, additional, and it is refer- 
ring to halls that were added onto the Temple after it was built 
(Commentary on Tamid). With regard to the Parbar, the Gemara 
elsewhere (Zevahim 55b) explains that it was a small niche, eight 
cubits high, between the Holy of Holies and the western wall of 
the Temple courtyard. Some translations render Asuppim as the 
storehouse and Parbar as the precinct (Jewish Publication Society, 
1917 ed.). 
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The Gemara objects: Even if two locations are removed from the list, 
according to the verse there are still twenty-two watches, rather 
than twenty-one. The Gemara explains: That watch, which was situ- 
ated at the Parbar, was composed of only one watchman, and as for 
the other Levite mentioned in the verse, it was merely to serve as 

company that he went and sat with the watchman, due to the fact 

that the Parbar was situated on the outer side and was isolated from 

the other watches. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the term “at the Parbar 
[laParbar]” (1 Chronicles 26:18)? Rabba bar Rav Sheila said: This 
term is a contraction of two Aramaic words, and it is like one who 
says: Toward the outside [kelapei bar]. 


The Gemara presents an alternative answer to the question with 
regard to the verse: And if you wish, say instead that actually 
there are twenty-four watches, and the verse may be interpreted 
literally as it is written. Three of them are the watches kept by the 
priests, and the remaining twenty-one are the watches kept by 
the Levites. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written here in the verse that all 
twenty-four watches are kept by the Levites? The Gemara answers: 
This interpretation is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi, as Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: In twenty- 
four places in the Bible the priests are called Levites, and this is 
one of them: “But the priests the Levites, the sons of Zadok, 
that kept the charge of My Sanctuary when the children of Israel 


went astray from Me, they shall come near to Me to serve Me” 


(Ezekiel 44:15). 


The mishna (Middot1:1) teaches that five watches are kept upon the 

five gates of the Temple Mount, and four watches are kept upon 

the four corners of the Temple Mount within the Temple Mount 

wall. Five watches are kept upon the five gates of the Temple court- 
yard, and four are kept upon the four corners of the Temple court- 
yard outside the courtyard wall, on the Temple Mount. The Gemara 

asks: What is different with regard to the Temple Mount that we 

perform the watch within the walls, and what is different with 

regard to the Temple courtyard that we perform the watch outside 

its walls? 


The Sages say: With regard to the watches on the Temple Mount, 
if the watchman tires and wants to sit down, he may sit down, as 
it is permitted to sit on the Temple Mount. Therefore, we say that 
the watch is kept within the Temple Mount. By contrast, if a watch 
is observed in the Temple courtyard, even if the watchman tires 
and wants to sit down, he may not sit down, as the Master said: 
Sitting in the Temple courtyard is permitted only" for kings of 
the house of David." Therefore, we say that the watch is kept 
outside the walls of the Temple courtyard, so that the watchman 
may sit down if he wishes. 


The Master said above that five watches are kept upon the five gates 
of the Temple courtyard. The Gemara asks: But was it only five 
gates that were constructed in the walls of the Temple courtyard? 
And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a mishna (Middot1:4): 
There were seven gates in the Temple courtyard:" Three in the 
north, and three in the south, and one in the east. 


HALAKHA 


Sitting in the Temple courtyard i is permitted A for kings of 


Only kings of the heii of David are ‘permitted tositin Sere 
courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:6). 


There were seven gates in the Temple courtyard - ow yaw 


mr i a mr 


on a western part of the northern side, three on the western 
part of the southern side, and one in the middle of the eastern 
side, opposite the Holy of Holies (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 5:4). 


NOTES 
ai in the Temple courtyard i is permitted only- - 


ion is Tiet tothe honot of the Temple. Furthermore, 
he Bible writes the word “stand” in reference to the 
various functions of Temple service; for example: 


“Stand to serve” (Il Chronicles 5:14), and: “That stand in 


he House of the Lord” (Jeremiah 28:5; Psalms 134:1). 


For kings of the house of David - 311 ma bab: 
t is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud that even kings 
from the house of David may not sit in the courtyard 
Tosafot on Sota 40b). 
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HALAKHA 


There must be no fewer than thirteen treasurers 
and seven trustees — p134 Wy nyw PMD px 


pow myawn: Trustees, who are responsib 


e forthe 


opening of the Sanctuary, and treasurers, responsible 
for the collection and redemption of sacred prop- 


erty, must be appointed for the Temple. 
than seven trustees and three treasurers sh 
appointed. This ruling is in accordance with 
salem Talmud (Shekalim 14b). Some comm 


o fewer 
ould be 
he Jeru- 
entaries 


write that in addition to this number of treasurers to 


oversee collections, there were an additional 


hirteen 


treasurers appointed over the thirteen gates of the 


Temple (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei Ha 
4:17 and Radbaz there). 


Mikdash 


It is permitted to derive benefit from priestly vest- 
ments - ]712 mn) 33 7131719 V2: One may derive 
benefit from the priestly vestments, as stated by the 


Gemara in Yoma 69a (Rambam Sefer Avoda 


, Hilkhot 


Kelei HaMikdash 8:11 and Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKip- 


purim 3:9). 


Phylacteries by the side - 47 p2 pyan: 


his wife is with him in the bed. Some later au 
(Magen Avraham) note that this applies on 
phylacteries are placed in a container, in acc 
with one opinion (Shulhan Arukh), or withi 
ainer inside another container, according to 
opinion (Rambam). Others add that if there is 
place where the phylacteries can be safely a 
erly kept, one should not put them on his b 


In order 


o protect phylacteries while one sleeps, one may 
place them under his head between cushions, but 
not directly beneath his head. He may do so even if 


thorities 
ly if the 
ordance 
n a con- 
another 
another 
nd prop- 
ed at all 


(Mishna Berura). This ruling is in accordance with the 
statement of Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:24; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 


Hayyim 40:3). 
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Abaye said: Although there were seven gates, two of them, the gate 
to the Chamber of the Spark and the gate to the Chamber of the 
Hearth, did not require a watch of the Levites, as the priests kept 
watch there. Rava said: The number of gates is a dispute between 
tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: There must be no fewer than 
thirteen treasurers and seven trustees" appointed over the Temple 
administration. Rabbi Natan says: There must be no fewer than 
thirteen treasurers, corresponding to the thirteen gates. Remove 
from the total of thirteen gates the five gates of the Temple Mount, 
and there remain eight gates to the Temple courtyard. Evidently, 
there is a tanna who said that there were eight gates, and there is 
a tanna who said that there were seven gates, and there is also a 
tanna who said that there were five gates. 


§ The mishna (25b) teaches that the priests would not sleep dressed 
in the sacred vestments; rather, they would remove them and place 
them beneath their heads. The Gemara infers from here that it is 
only sleep that is not permitted while a priest is dressed in the sacred 
vestments, lest he pass wind during his sleep. But with regard to 
wearing such vestments while the priests are awake and engaged in 
various activities, e.g., walking, they may walk about dressed in the 
vestments, even when they do not need to wear them for the Temple 
service. You may therefore conclude from the mishna that it is 
permitted to derive benefit from priestly vestments." 


The Sages say that this inference is incorrect. The same is true of 
walking, as even walking while wearing the vestments is not permit- 
ted, and the reason that the tanna teaches specifically that the priests 

would not sleep dressed in the vestments is due to the fact that the 

tanna wanted to teach the latter clause: Rather, they would remove 

them and fold them, and then they would place them beneath their 
heads. Since the latter clause is referring specifically to sleeping, the 

tanna teaches in the former clause as well that the priests would 

not sleep dressed in the vestments. 


The Gemara objects: But according to this interpretation, the mishna 
itself is difficult, as the mishna states: And they would place the 
priestly vestments beneath their heads, as a cushion. One may 
conclude from this statement that it is permitted to derive benefit 
from priestly vestments. The Gemara rejects this interpretation: 
Say that the mishna means that they would place the vestments next 
to their heads, not literally beneath them. 


Rav Pappa said: One may conclude from this interpretation of the 
mishna that if one places phylacteries by the side" of his head while 
he sleeps, they are in a permitted place. And we are not concerned 
that perhaps he will roll over in his sleep and fall upon them, which 
would degrade the phylacteries. 


The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to say that the 
mishna permits the vestments to be placed only next to their heads. 
As, if you say that the mishna permits the vestments to be placed 
literally beneath their heads, this is difficult. Granted that it is 
permitted to derive benefit from them, but one could derive that 
itis prohibited to sleep upon them due to the prohibition of diverse 
kinds’? of wool and linen. The priestly vestments contain both wool 
and linen, which is a prohibited mixture in every other context. The 
Torah specifically permits the priests to wear them while they are 
performing the Temple service, but this does not extend to using the 
vestments as a cushion while sleeping. 


Diverse kinds — ods: In this context, the term diverse kinds 
refers to the halakha of sha‘atnez, the prohibition by Torah law 
against wearing a mixture of wool and linen (see Leviticus 19:19 and 
Deuteronomy 22:11). One may not wear a garment in which these 
two materials have been spun together, woven together, or sewn 


BACKGROUND 


together. Certain other combinations are prohibited by rabbinic 
decree. Furthermore, as noted in the Gemara, the Sages added a 
prohibition against lying on a mattress that contains a mixture of 
wool and linen, although one may manufacture, sell, and derive 
benefit from mixtures of wool and linen. 
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The Gemara explains the difficulty: If one maintains that the mishna 
permits the priests to place the vestments beneath their heads, this 
works out well according to the one who said that the belt’ of 
the High Priest is not the same as the belt of an ordinary priest. 
Although the belt of the High Priest was made of both wool and 
linen, the belt of ordinary priests, like the rest of their vestments, 
were made entirely of linen and did not contain diverse kinds. But 
according to the one who said that the belt of an ordinary priest 
is the same as the belt of the High Priest," what is there to say? 
Since the belt contained diverse kinds, how could the mishna 
possibly permit the priests to sleep upon their vestments? 


And if you would say that with regard to diverse kinds it is only 
placing the garment upon oneself or wearing it that is prohibited, 
but as for spreading it beneath you, it is permitted, this explanation 
is difficult. But isn’t it taught in a baraita: The verse states: “Neither 
shall there come upon you a garment of diverse kinds” (Leviticus 
19:19). One should infer as follows: But you may spread a garment 
of diverse kinds beneath you, in order to lie upon it. The baraita 
continues: This is the halakha by Torah law, but the Sages said that 
it is prohibited to do so," lest a single fiber wrap itself upon his 
flesh, which would cause him to be in transgression of the Torah 
prohibition. Accordingly, the priests should not be permitted to 
place vestments made of diverse kinds beneath their heads. 


And if you would say that the priests could place the vestments 
beneath their heads in such a manner that something separates 
between their flesh and the vestments, as the fibers could not wrap 
themselves upon their flesh, such conduct would still be prohibited. 
Doesn't Rabbi Shimon say that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says 
that Rabbi Yosei ben Shaul says in the name of the holy com- 
munity in Jerusalem: Even if there are ten mattresses piled one 
atop the other and a garment of diverse kinds is placed beneath 
all of them, it is prohibited to sleep upon them? This is because 
the rabbinic decree applies equally to all cases, irrespective of 
whether the concern that motivated the decree exists. Rather, one 
may conclude from here that the mishna permits the vestments to 
be placed only next to their heads. 


HALAKHA 


The belt of an ordinary priest is the same as the belt of the 
High Priest — bina prt bw tears m vita ia bw ioa: The belt 
of a common priest is made by an embroiderer, and it is similar 
to the belt of the High Priest (see Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 8:1, 2 and Mishne LaMelekh there). 


But the Sages said that it is prohibited to do so - wa% bax 
2 mivyd vog OSM: By Torah law, it is permitted to sit upon 
bedding comprised of diverse kinds of wool and linen. By rab- 
binic law, one may not sit upon such bedding, lest some fibers 
of the bedding become wrapped about him. In the case of 
soft bedding, e.g., a sheet, it is prohibited to sit upon a stack 
of bedsheets even when only the bottom sheet contains the 
wool and linen. 

By contrast, in the case of stiff cushions, with regard to which 
there is no concern that their fibers may become wrapped about 
one's body, one may sleep upon them if his flesh is not in direct 


contact with the cushions. This does not apply if the cushions 
are stuffed, or if they are resting upon a soft surface, such as a 
soft mattress or a straw bed. In such a case, the cushions fold 
beneath the person and wrap about his flesh. 

evertheless, according to some opinions, stiff cushions on 
soft surfaces are prohibited only when the materials themselves 
qualify as diverse kinds according to Torah law. With regard to 
stiff items containing materials that are classified as diverse kinds 
by rabbinic law only, one may sit upon them under all circum- 
stances. According to this opinion, the Sages did not impose 
their decree in the case of stiff bedding whose material, strictly 
speaking, does not comprise diverse kinds (Rema, citing Rashba, 
Responsa 1:762). Even so, one should avoid making any bedding 
of diverse kinds ab initio (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Kilayim 
10:12-13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 301:1, and in the comment 
of Rema). 


BACKGROUND 
Belt — baat: The image depicts priests waiting to receive 
the garments worn during their service in the Temple. On 
the right a priest girds the belt on another priest. 


Priests in the Temple waiting to don their vestments 
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NOTES 

The priestly vestments are stiff — pp 7373 1733: 
According to Rashi (Yoma 69a), it is permitted not only 
to lie upon a stiff garment that does not give warmth 
but even to wear it, as this is not considered the usual 
manner of wearing clothing. By contrast, Rabbeinu Tam 
maintains that as wearing a garment of diverse kinds is 
prohibited by Torah law, the prohibition applies even 
to stiff garments. The Gemara permits only lying upon 
a stiff garment (Josafot). 


As it is related in tractate Yoma - xia XI TS: The 
Gemara is referring to the account of a baraita (Yoma 
69a): It was on that day that the Samaritans petitioned 
Alexander the Macedonian to destroy the Temple, 
and he acceded. When word reached the High Priest, 
Shimon Halzaddik, he donned the priestly vestments. 
Accompanied by the nobility of the Jewish people, who 
bore torches in their hands, he approached from one 
side, and the armies of Alexander and the Samaritans 
approached from the other side, until the two camps 
glimpsed one another at dawn. 

At dawn, Alexander said to the Samaritans: Who are 
hese people coming to meet us? They said to him: 
These are the Jews who rebelled against you. When 
he reached Antipatris, the sun shone and the two 
camps met each other. When Alexander saw Shimon 
Halzaddik, he descended from his chariot and bowed 
before him. His escorts said to him: Should an important 
ing like you bow to this Jew? He said to them: | do so 
because the image of this man’s face is victorious before 
me on my battlefields, i.e., when | fight | see his image 
going before me as a sign of victory, and therefore | 
now he is a holy man. 

Alexander said to the representatives of the Jewish 
people: Why have you come? They said to him: Is it pos- 
sible that gentiles will try to mislead you into destroying 
he Temple, the house in which we pray for you and for 
your kingdom not to be destroyed? Could we remain 
silent and not tell you? Alexander said to them: Who are 
hese people who want to destroy it? The Jews said to 
him: They are these Samaritans who stand before you. 
Alexander said to the Jews: If so, they are delivered into 
your hands to deal with them as you please. 

Immediately, they stabbed the Samaritans in their 
heels and hung them from their horses’ tails. The horses 
dragged them over the thorns and thistles until they 
reached Mount Gerizim. When they arrived at Mount 
Gerizim, where the Samaritans had their temple, they 
plowed it over and seeded the area with leeks, a sym- 
bol of total destruction. This was just as the Samaritans 
had sought to do to the House of our Lord. And they 
made that day a festival to celebrate the salvation of the 
Temple and the defeat of the Samaritans. 


LANGUAGE 


Felt [namta] — wax: From the Middle Iranian namat, 
related to the Middle Persian namad, meaning mat or 
thick blanket. In modern Persian the word means felt. 


HALAKHA 


It is permitted to derive benefit from priestly vest- 
ments - 073 mi) na 733713 NA: It is permitted to 
derive benefit from priestly vestments, and therefore 
priests would wear them the entire day that they served 
in the Temple, even when they were not on duty. The 
Rambam rules that the belt was an exception to this rule, 
as it was made of diverse kinds. It was therefore permit- 
ted for one to wear it only while engaged in a service. By 
contrast, the Ra’avad maintains that it is permitted for a 
priest to wear the belt even when he is not engaged in 
the Temple service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 8:1-12). 
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The Gemara suggests alternative solutions: And if you wish, say 
instead that the mishna does permit the priests to place the vest- 
ments beneath their heads, as it is referring to those vestments that 
do not contain diverse kinds. Rav Ashi says: The mishna permits 
the priests to place even the belt that contains diverse kinds beneath 
their heads. This is because the priestly vestments, and specifically 
the belt, are stiff," and therefore it is not prohibited to lie on 
them. As Rav Huna, son of Rabbi Yehoshua, said: This stiff felt 
[namta], whichis manufactured in the city of Neresh and is made 
of diverse kinds, is permitted. The prohibition of diverse kinds 
applies only to items that are similar to garments, which one derives 
pleasure from wearing. A stiff garment does not provide warmth, 
and is therefore not included in this prohibition. 


The Gemara returns to discuss the earlier dilemma, of whether it is 
permitted to derive benefit from priestly vestments. Come and hear 
a baraita: With regard to the priestly vestments, the act of one who 
leaves the Temple dressed in them and goes out to the country, i.e., 
outside the Temple, is prohibited. But in the Temple, both at the 
time of the Temple service and not at the time of the service, 
wearing the vestments is permitted, as it is permitted to derive 
benefit from the priestly vestments." The Gemara concludes: One 
may conclude from the baraita that it is permitted to derive benefit 
from the priestly vestments. 


According to the baraita, the priestly vestments may not be worn 
outside the Temple. The Gemara asks: And is it not permitted to 
wear the priestly vestments in the rest of the country, outside the 
Temple? But isn’t it taught in a baraita, in connection with a date 
mentioned in Megillat Ta‘anit:® On the twenty-first of Tevet, this 
is the day of Mount Gerizim, which was established as a festive 
day, and therefore it is not permitted to eulogize. This date was 
established as a festive day because the Temple was saved from 
destruction on that day, due to the actions of Shimon HaTzaddik, 
the High Priest, as it is related in tractate Yoma (69a), in the sev- 
enth chapter, which begins: The High Priest came close to read 
the Torah. 


The baraita relates that Shimon HaTzaddik went to greet Alexander 
the Macedonian’ wearing the priestly vestments. The Gemara in 
Yoma cites the complete baraita, up to the Gemara’s explanation as 
to why Shimon HaTzaddik wore the priestly vestments outside the 
Temple: If you wish, say that Shimon HaTzaddik did not wear 
consecrated priestly vestments. Rather, he wore garments that were 
fit to be priestly vestments, i.e., they were made of the same 
material and design. 


BACKGROUND 


Stiff felt [namta] — K123 KYN): Felt is made from various types of 
fibers, such as wool or cotton. When treated with heat, moisture, 
and pressure, the fibers are mixed to create a single entity that is 
not woven but bound together. Wool fibers are especially good 
for producing felt because one can easily mix them with other 
materials, including linen. Such a mixture would be considered 
diverse kinds. Felt is sometimes shrunk to make it more sturdy 
and durable, and this is apparently the material discussed in the 
Gemara here. 


Megillat Ta‘anit - navn nyn: Megillat Ta'anit is a chronicle that 
enumerates various days throughout the year on which the Jew- 
ish people experienced victories and salvations. The dates were 
designated as joyous days and the Sages decreed that it was 
prohibited to observe a fast day on them. Consequently, Megillat 
Ta'anit, which literally means the scroll of fast days, lists the days 
on which one may not fast. Composed mainly in the Second 
Temple period, the chronicle is one of the earliest halakhic texts, 


as it significantly predates the writing of the Mishna. Following 
the destruction of the Second Temple the chronicle was annulled, 
i.e., the days were no longer observed and it was permitted to 
observe fast days on those dates. 


The meeting between the High Priest and Alexander the Mace- 
donian - saypabx Sian yian nwa: The description of the meet- 
ing between Alexander and Shimon HaRzaddik, the High Priest, is 
cited by Josephus, with some variation. Although Greek sources 
do not refer to the episode, it seems that this meeting did in fact 
occur, as described in the Talmud, at the location of the future city 
of Antipatris. This location was on the main route south toward 
Egypt, on which Alexander traveled. According to Josephus, the 
meeting concerned the High Priest's reluctance to violate his 
pledge of allegiance to the Persian king. The Persians were at 
war with Alexander, and the situation provided a pretext for the 
enemies of the Jews, primarily the Samaritans, to turn the Greeks 
against them. 
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And if you wish, say instead that he did in fact wear consecrated 
priestly vestments. Although this is usually prohibited, in this 
instance it was permitted due to the principle: “It is time to act for 
the Lord; they have nullified Your Torah” (Psalms 119:126). In 
times of great need, such as when one seeks to prevent the destruc- 
tion of the Temple, it is permitted to violate the halakha for the sake 
of Heaven, and the actions of Shimon HaTzaddik indeed averted 
the destruction. 


§ The mishna teaches (25b): If a seminal emission befell one of 
the priests and rendered him ritually impure, he would leave the 
Chamber of the Hearth and he would walk through the circuitous 
passage that extended beneath the Temple, as he could not pass 
through the Temple courtyard, due to his impurity. 


The Gemara notes that this mishna supports the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, who says: The tunnels beneath the Temple Mount were 
not sanctified," neither with the sanctity of the Temple courtyard 
nor with the sanctity of the Temple Mount. The Gemara cites a 
related statement of Rabbi Yohanan: A man who experienced a 
seminal emission is sent outside of two camps," the camp of the 
Divine Presence and the camp of the Levites. Accordingly, he may 
not remain in the Temple courtyard, which has the status of the 
camp of the Divine Presence, nor on the Temple Mount, which has 
the status of the camp of the Levites. 


The mishna teaches: And the lamps were burning on this side and 
on that side of the passage... and there was a bathroom of honor in 
the Chamber of Immersion. This was its honor: If one found the 
door closed, he would know that there was a person there, and he 
would wait for him to exit before entering. The Gemara relates: Rav 
Safra’ was sitting in the bathroom’ when Rabbi Abba came along. 
Since there was no door, Rabbi Abba coughed outside to alert 
anyone within of his presence and thereby inquire whether he could 
enter. Rav Safra said to Rabbi Abba: Enter, Master, and Rabbi Abba 
therefore entered the bathroom. 


When he came out, Rabbi Abba said to Rav Safra: Until now, 
although you have traveled widely, you have never entered Seir, the 
land of the Edomites, who behave immodestly. Nevertheless, you 
have learned the ways of Seir. Didn't we learn this in the mishna: 
If one found the door closed, it was known that there was a person 
there, and one would wait for him to exit before entering. This 
serves to say that a person should not enter the bathroom while 
another person is inside. Therefore, Rav Safra should not have told 
Rabbi Abba to enter. 


The Gemara explains that Rav Safra told Rabbi Abba to enter 
because he thought: Perhaps Rabbi Abba is in danger. Rav Safra 
was concerned that if Rabbi Abba waited for him to exit, Rabbi Abba 
might jeopardize his health, as it was taught in a baraita that Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamliel says: A column of feces that is held back, 
because one refrains from relieving himself, causes a person to 
suffer from edema [hidrokan].'* A stream of urine that is held back 
causes a person to suffer from jaundice [yerakon].° 


Bathroom - x> m3: In talmudic times, few bathrooms were 
specifically designated for this purpose. Generally, people would 
relieve themselves in empty lots, such as in local refuse dumps. 
At night, one might find a private place nearby for that purpose. 
By contrast, in the day, due to the numerous passersby, one 
was often forced to find a spot that was a considerable distance 


beyond the city limits to attain privacy. 


Edema [hidrokan] — p07: The illness hidrokan is identified 
by some as abnormal swelling, known today as edema or asci- 
tes. This condition has several causes, the most common of 
which is a dysfunction of the liver or the heart, causing a large 


BACKGROUND 
accumulation of fluid under the skin. Due to this accretion of 
fluid, and occasionally the effects of the illness itself, the indi- 
viduals suffering from this disease would also often suffer from 
jaundice. 


Jaundice [yerakon] — }ip¥: Yerakon apparently refers to icterus, 
or jaundice, characterized by a yellowing, yarok, of the skin and 
the sclera, the white part of the eye. This is caused by a buildup of 
bilirubin, a yellow-orange substance found in bile. This phenom- 
enon may in turn be caused by hepatitis, an infection of the liver, 
or by a blockage in the bile ducts, or by increased breakdown 
of red blood cells. 


The second camp was the 


NOTES 


The tunnels beneath the Temple Mount were not sancti- 
fied - wapna x nioma: This is referring only to those 
tunnels whose entrance was on the Temple Mount. Tun- 
nels whose entrance was within the Temple courtyard had 
the same sanctity as the Temple courtyard itself (Pesahim 
86a). 


Two camps — nian 3: The Torah teaches several hala- 
khot that refer to the life of the Jewish people in the wil- 
derness. When the Sages discuss these halakhot, they use 
the same terminology, despite the changed reality. When 
the Jewish people were in the wilderness, the camp was 
arranged around the Tabernacle and divided into three 
areas. The first camp was the camp of the Divine Pres- 
ence, which included the Tabernacle and its courtyard. 
Levite camp, whose tents sur- 
rounded the Tabernacle. Further around that camp was 
he Israelite camp, where the rest of the nation pitched 
heir tents. Those who were ritually impure were required 
o remain outside the first, the second, or the third camp, 
depending on the specific type of ritual impurity. When 
he Temple was built in Jerusalem, a corresponding divi- 
sion was instituted. The Temple and its courtyard were 
equivalent to the camp of the Divine Presence, the Temple 

ount corresponded to the Levite camp, and the city of 
erusalem was equivalent to the Israelite camp (see Meiri 
on Pesahim 67a). 

This division into three camps is dictated by Torah law; 
he Sages added further divisions within the three primary 
areas. For example, the sanctity of the rampart is greater 
han the sanctity of the rest of the Temple Mount. Further- 
more, although by Torah law the women’s courtyard has 
he same status as the Temple Mount, the Sages ordained 
hat the sanctity of the women's courtyard is greater than 
he sanctity of the rampart. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Safra - 19D 1: Rav Safra, a third- and fourth- 
generation Babylonian amora, is presented in the Talmud 
as engaging in halakhic discourse with the greatest of 
the third-generation Sages, Rabba and Rav Yosef. He was 
similarly active in the generation of their students, Abaye 
and Rava. 

Rav Safra was apparently a merchant and traveled on 
business to Eretz Yisrael, where he engaged in halakhic 
discourse with various Sages, including Rabbi Abba and 
Rabbi Abbahu. His primary focus was in the realm of 
halakha, while he engaged less in the study of the Bible 
and aggada. Rav Safra was renowned for his exemplary 
character, especially for distancing himself from all forms 
of dishonesty. 


LANGUAGE 
Edema [hidrokan] — }p1177: From the Greek ddpwmKdc, 
hudropikos, meaning one who suffers from ascites or 
dropsy. 
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LANGUAGE 
Delicate person [istenis] — D»ep*x: From the Greek 
aoOevijc, asthenés, meaning weak, sickly, or lacking 
stamina. The Sages use this term to denote someone 
excessively pampered and sensitive, from a physical or 
emotional perspective. 


Disrespect [afkiruta] — xmvpaK: This term comes 
from the name of the Greek philosopher Exixovpoc, 
Epikouros, or Epicure, who denied the concept of divine 
providence of any sort. Those who followed him became 
known by his name and were called Apikori (see Nedarim 
23a). The term also bears the broader meaning of people 
who do not believe in the Torah, who denigrate the 
mitzvot, and who lack respect for the Sages. This term 
is hybridized from the Greek root and the Aramaic word 
pakar, meaning to be brazen or to behave in a lawless 
manner. Here too, it primarily refers to brazen people 
who belittle the stature of the Sages. 


The man [ish] of the Temple Mount - man 47 wrx: 
Here, as in many places in the Bible and in rabbinic state- 
ments, the term man [ish] means a distinguished person 
or leader. Therefore, the designation: Man of the Temple 
Mount, refers to the chief officer, who was appointed to 
oversee the Temple Mount. 
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Rav said to his son Hiyya, and likewise Rav Huna said to his son 
Rabba: Relieve yourself when it gets dark, and relieve yourself 
before daybreak, even if you have no particular need to do so. The 
reason is that the streets are mostly empty at these times, and one 
can relieve himself near his home without concern that he might be 
seen. This is important, so that you will not have to relieve yourself 
during the day, when the streets are full, and you will be compelled 
to retain your feces while you distance yourself, which is liable to 
jeopardize your health. Furthermore, when relieving yourself, you 
should behave modestly. Sit down first and only then uncover 
yourself; afterward, cover yourself first and only then stand up. 


With regard to drinking, these amora’im instructed their sons: 
When you drink wine, rinse the cup first and only then drink from 
it; after you drink, rinse the cup and only then set it backin its place. 
But when you drink water, it is not necessary to rinse the cup 
afterward; rather, pour out some of the water to rinse the rim of the 
cup, and afterward you may give the cup to your student, if he 
wants to drink. 


As it is taught in a baraita: A person should not drink water and 
give the remaining water to his student, unless he first poured 
some of it out. And there was an incident involving a certain 
individual who drank water and did not pour some of it out, and 
he gave the cup to his student. And that student was a delicate 
person [istenis],‘ and due to his sensitivity he did not want to 
drink from the cup, and he died of thirst. At that time, the Sages 
said: A person should not drink water and give the remaining 
water to his student unless he first poured some of it out. Rav 
Ashi said: Therefore, in the case of this student who pours water 
from the cup that his teacher drank from first, even if he does so in 
the presence of his teacher, his actions are not prohibited due to 
disrespect [afkiruta].' 


With regard to eating, these amora’im instructed their sons: In the 
case of anything that you are eating, if the food causes you to sali- 
vate and you need to spit out the saliva, do not spit it out in the 
presence of your teacher, as it is disrespectful, except in the case 
of a dish of gourd or porridge. If one is eating gourds or porridge 
he may spit out the saliva even in the presence of his teacher, as the 
saliva generated by these items is like a molten bar of lead, and 
refraining from spitting it out would be dangerous. 


§ We learned in a mishna elsewhere (Middot 1:2): The man [ish] 
in charge of overseeing the watches of the Temple Mount! would 
circulate nightly among each and every watch post," to ascertain 
that the watchmen were awake and performing their duty properly. 
And there were lit torches carried before him, so that the watch- 
men would see him approaching. And at every watch post where 
the watchman would not stand up, the man would test whether the 
watchman was sleeping; and the man of the Temple Mount would 
say to him: 


The man of the Temple Mount would circulate among each 
and every watch post, etc. — 12W12 bs by sina ma mat aa WY 
^a Wawa: One person, called ‘the man of the Temple Mount, 
was appointed over all the watches. Every night he would review 
every watch post with lit torches. Whenever a watchman would 
fail to greet him with the formula: Man of the Temple Mount, 


HALAKHA 


peace be upon you, it was evident that the watchman was sleep- 
ing. The appointed man would then strike him with his staff, 
and he was also permitted to burn his garment. This ruling is 
in accordance with the Gemara here, in accordance with the 
Rambam’s version of the Gemara, and the mishna in Middot 1:2 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:10). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek I 
Daf28 Amuda 


Wain - pW inw aan poy obe” 
AnD me qyw> b ama men opna 
mpb mh rabipomiva Lip: TADIN ON 
she IVN by b rw pow 
TON MNS TY NED NIN OD “WK py 7a 

AMDI NK Ww» 


PM? 937 9D KIY TD KYT DT WY 
mix DPW I7 Toe MIND NTA 
by Koy, PT pwsy mw yin by boxy 

maD Ta Fs by - TPY Dyin 


WIV TW) JI OT PY IK ST KIA 
mr bow, DNAT Me AN? - DINI ib 
oby nxa mn nin - obiya ninsinw 
npbnon 3 ayy ody pra main aap 
ii oy) ovata OX ayy 
nad YS aaa we" AY TT 
ANTY 


Eaa naei wana 1a bin Ae SIA 
k mat- ow avd Hwan NY roi 
OTK main’ saw KT Ja wip Dw 
bw pin voy pawiaw shy TY K N 

peh onan sea e REY TON 


pind ALi KIT i NYT Y KY” 
Dny KwP Ka x7 [Dal nanan ny 
Dawn - NAAT me DANY TYN KIT on” 
ws) - by naan ep bow ay date 
DHD 0" TI Mra wh DDS 

IKD wh pnp — KDN 


Peace be upon you. If he would not reply, it was evident that he 
was sleeping. The man of the Temple Mount would therefore strike 
him with his staff, and he even had license to burn the watchman’s 
garment, in order to discipline him. And those overhearing the 
watchman being rebuked would say" to one another: What is that 
sound in the Temple courtyard? It is the sound of a Levite being 
flogged and having his clothing burned, as he was caught sleeping 
during his watch. Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov’ says: Once, the 
supervisors found my mother’s brother sleeping on his watch, and 
they burned his garment. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says: When Rabbi Yohanan would reach 
this mishna in his studies, he would say this: The early generations 
were praiseworthy, as they meted out judgment even in the case 
of an offense caused by unavoidable sleep; and all the more so 
would they mete out judgment in the case of offenses that were not 
caused by unavoidable sleep. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Which way 
of life is an upright path that a person should select for himself; 
what should be his guiding principle? One should love admonition, 
for as long as statements of admonition from the wise are heard 
in the world, pleasantness comes into the world, goodness and 
blessing come into the world, and evil departs from the world, 
as it is stated: “But to those who admonish shall be delight, and 
a good blessing shall come upon them” (Proverbs 24:25). And 
some say: The path one should select is to adhere to utmost 
faithfulness in business and interpersonal relations, as it is stated: 
“My eyes are upon the faithful of the land, that they may dwell 
with Me; he who walks in a way of integrity, he shall serve Me” 
(Psalms 101:6). 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says that Rabbi Yonatan says: Any- 
one who rebukes another for the sake of Heaven is privileged to 
dwell in the portion of the Holy One, Blessed be He, as it is stated: 
“He that rebukes a man shall be behind Me” (Proverbs 28:23), i.e., 
with Me. Moreover, the heavenly court extends over him a cord 
of divine grace, as it is stated in the same verse: “He will find more 
favor than he who flatters with the tongue.” 


§ The mishna teaches (26a): If one found the bathroom door 
closed, he would know that there was a person there. The mishna 
then describes the commencement of the daily service in the 
Temple: Whoever wants to remove the ashes from the altar rises 
early and immerses himself before the appointed priest arrives. The 
Gemara objects: This mishna itself is difficult. You first said: Who- 
ever wants to remove the ashes from the altar rises early and 
immerses himself before the appointed priest arrives. Evidently, 
the matter of determining who removes the ashes is not dependent 
upon a lottery; rather, whoever is ready first is entitled to remove 
the ashes. Otherwise, only the one selected would then immerse. 
But afterward, the mishna teaches that the appointed priest says 
to the other priests: Whoever immersed may come and participate 
in the lottery. Evidently, the matter is dependent upon a lottery. 
How can this contradiction be resolved? 


And those would say — avait om: The tanna does not identify 
these people who react to the rebuke of the priest. According to 
some, the people mentioned here are the other watchmen in the 
Temple (Commentary on Jamid). Others explain that the tanna is 


NOTES 
referring to the people of Jerusalem, as the sound of the Levite 
being flogged could be heard even beyond the Temple. Accord- 
ingly, even the people of Jerusalem would hear the incident 
(Rambam). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov - apy ja awn I: 
The Sage quoted here was a second-generation 
tanna. A fourth-generation tanna of the same 
name was a student of Rabbi Akiva. This first 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov saw the Second Temple 
before its destruction, and as a firsthand witness 
he recounted several detailed descriptions of the 
Temple's physical structure. Accordingly, the Sages 
have a tradition that he is the author of tractate 
Middot, which describes the dimensions and lay- 
out of the Temple (Yoma 16a; Jerusalem Talmud, 
Yoma 2:2). Proof for this claim can be cited from 
those instances when he says with regard to dif- 
ferent features of the Temple: | have forgotten 
its function (see Middot 2:5, 5:4). This formulation 
indicates that he taught the other halakhot con- 
cerning the Temple and that he forgot only these 
cases. Notably, as in the case here, some of his 
statements relate to family traditions concerning 
the Temple. Furthermore, Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov 
was known for using very precise language for 
expressing himself. 

In this regard, a baraita states that Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Azzai once found a scroll in Jerusalem 
that recorded people's lineages. Among other mat- 
ters, it was written in the scroll: The statements 
of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov measure only a kav, 
but they are clean. In other words, although his 
statements are relatively small in number, they 
are accurate; therefore, the halakha is decided in 
accordance with his opinion. 
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HALAKHA 

How the lottery is conducted in the Temple - naw 177 
wipaa oa mitiayy waT: How would they conduct the 
ottery for assigning the various daily tasks of the Temple 
service? The members of the day’s designated patrilineal 
amily would stand in a circle and jointly choose a num- 
ber. The appointed priest would instruct them: Extend 
your fingers, and each of them would extend one or two 
fingers. If someone would extend three fingers, each of 
he three fingers would still be counted. Nevertheless, the 
priests may not extend their thumbs, for fear of trickery 
in the lottery. If someone did extend his thumb, it was 
not counted. 

One priest predesignated by the appointed priest 
would remove his mitre to signal that the count begins 
with him, and the priest appointed to conduct the lot- 
tery would count, starting with the one whose mitre had 
been removed. The appointed priest would proceed to 
successively count the fingers until he would reach the 
preselected number. The priest whose finger was last 
counted was thereby chosen to perform the service. This 
ruling is in accordance with the mishna and the Gemara 
here, and in accordance with the Rambam’s version of 
Yoma 22a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 
43 and Lehem Mishne there). 


Took the key, etc. — 13) nagan NX bon: n the morning, 
before or near dawn, the priest appointed to oversee the 
Temple would knock on the entrance to the Chamber of 
he Hearth, and the priests inside would open the door for 
him. This appointed priest would then take the key that 
was within the Chamber of the Hearth and would open 
he wicket between the Chamber of the Hearth and the 
Temple courtyard. He would pass through this gate into 
he courtyard, followed by the priests, who were holding 
wo lit torches. These priests would separate into two 
groups, one proceeding to the east and the other to the 
west. The two groups would inspect the entire courtyard 
until they would come to the Chamber of the Preparer of 
the Griddle-Cake Offering. When they reached that place, 
each group would greet the other, saying: It is well; all is 
well. Finally, they would position the pre-appointed priests 
to begin to prepare the griddle-cake offering (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:11). 
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Abaye said: This is not difficult. Here, when the mishna indicates 
that whoever is ready first is entitled to remove the ashes, it is 
describing the procedure before the Sages enacted the ordinance 
ofa lottery. There, when the mishna states that the appointed priest 
conducts a lottery, it is describing the procedure after they enacted 
the ordinance." 


As we learned in a mishna (Yoma 22a): Initially, the practice was 
as follows: Whoever wants to remove the ashes from the altar 
removes them. When there are many priests who wish to perform 
that task, the matter is determined by a race: The priests run and 
ascend on the ramp leading to the top of the altar. Any priest who 
precedes the other and reaches within four cubits of the top of the 
altar first is privileged to remove the ashes. If two priests were 
equal and neither preceded the other, the appointed priest says to 
them: Raise your fingers, and a lottery is performed. 


And what fingers do they extend for the lottery? They may extend 
one or two fingers. The lottery was then conducted when the priests 
chose an arbitrary number, after which the appointee counted the 
raised fingers of the priests, who stood in a circle. He would go 
around the circle counting the fingers until he reached the chosen 
number, and the priest at whom the count ended won the lottery. 
And the priests do not extend a thumb in the Temple, as using the 
thumb might enable someone to manipulate the lottery. As the 
count progressed, a priest could calculate the result and surrepti- 
tiously extend his thumb and an additional finger. Since there is 
separation between the thumb and the forefinger it might appear as 
though they belonged to two different priests, and in this manner 
one could cause the lottery to conclude with a different priest. 


The mishna continues: That used to be the procedure, but an inci- 
dent occurred in which two priests were equal as they were run- 
ning and ascending on the ramp; and one of them shoved the 

other and he fell, and his leg was broken. And when the court saw 
that people were coming to potential danger, they instituted that 

the priests would remove the ashes from the altar only by means 

of a lottery. 


Rava said: Both this clause, which states that to remove the ashes 
the priests must rise early and be prepared, and that clause, which 
states that a lottery is conducted, are describing the procedure 
after the ordinance. And this is what the mishna is teaching: Who- 
ever wants to come and to participate in the lottery rises early 
and immerses before the appointed priest arrives to conduct the 
lottery among those priests who are ready to participate. 


MISHNA“** some time near dawn the appointed 


priest took the key" that was kept beneath a 
marble tablet set in the floor of the Chamber of the Hearth and 
opened with it the wicket [hapishpesh]' in the gate of the Chamber 
of the Hearth. And he entered through the wicket from the Cham- 
ber of the Hearth to the Temple courtyard; and the priests of the 
patrilineal family entered after him, and two torches of fire were 
in their hands, to light the way. 


Wicket [pishpesh] — ww: This word has the same meaning in 
Syriac: A small door within a larger door. Some maintain that it 
is from the Greek yi poç, pséfos, meaning pebble or small stone, 


LANGUAGE 
like those used in a mosaic. Just as one tile is set within the 
others in a mosaic, so too, this door is set within the framework 
of the larger door. 
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The priests divided into two groups; these priests would walk 
along the portico that surrounded the Temple courtyard, starting 
in the direction of east, and those priests would walk along the 
portico’ starting in the direction of west. The priests would ensure 
that all the service vessels were in place, ready for use in the daily 
service. Both groups would continue inspecting the vessels until 
they reached the place where the Chamber of the Preparer of the 
High Priest’s daily Griddle-Cake Offering® was located. When they 
reached that place, these priests and those priests said to each 
other: It is well; all is well, and all the vessels are in place. They 
then set the preparer of the griddle-cake offering to prepare the 
griddle-cake offering. 


‘The priest who won the lottery to remove the ashes from the altar 
shall then remove the ashes." And the other priests say to him: Be 
careful that you do not touch the vessel with which you perform 
the rite until you sanctify your hands and your feet from the Basin, 
as a priest may not perform any service in the Temple before sanc- 
tifying his hands and feet. The priests would continue their remind- 
ers: The coal pan’ with which the ashes are removed is placed in 
the corner between the ramp and the altar, on the western side 
of the ramp. 


No person would enter with the priest who was removing the ashes, 
as it was permitted to enter the area between the Entrance Hall of 
the Sanctuary and the altar only when performing the Temple 
service. And there was no lamp in his hand when he went to fetch 
the coal pan. Rather, he would walk by the light of the arrange- 
ment of wood on the altar, upon which the portions of the offerings 
sacrificed the previous day were burned during the night. The other 
priests would not see him, as the altar hid him from their sight, 


Two groups would walk along the portico - pam Eka 
myx: The dotted line in the image below represents the 
path the two groups would take around the perimeter of the 
courtyard. The numbered areas indicate the following: 


1. Chamber of the Hearth 
2. Chamber of the Preparer of the Griddle-Cake Offering 
3. Altar 


BACKGROUND 


Inspection of the Temple courtyard 


High Priest's daily griddle-cake offering - oman: The High 
Priest would sacrifice daily a tenth of an ephah of fine flour 
made into griddle cakes, half in the morning and half in the 
evening (see Leviticus 6:13-15). Each half was made into six 
cakes. These griddle cakes were brought with a large amount 
of oil, three /og, instead of the usual /og of oil per tenth of an 
ephah of flour. After the flour was sanctified, it would be divided 
in half. The dough would be kneaded, parboiled in hot water, 
lightly baked, and then fried in oil. 


Coal pan - 7AT: 


Path the priests took around the Temple courtyard 


Location of the coal pan 


HALAKHA 


The procedure for removal of the ashes - pyn nann 1D: 


The procedure for removing the ashes 


placed in the corner between the ramp 


pan and ascend to the top of the altar. 
coals and then shovel the coals that h 
in the depths of the flame into the coal 
descend to the Temple floor, turn his 

walk, on the east side of the ramp, a di 
cubits. He would pile the coals he shove! 
a distance of some three handbreadths 
is performed in the same place where 
burnt offering, the ashes 
from the Candelabrum are a 


rom the inner altar, and the ashes 
deposited. The daily service o 


was as follows: The 


priest who won the lottery to remove the ashes would 
immerse, don the vestments for removing the ashes, and 
hen sanctify his hands and feet from the Basin. The other 
priests would say to him: Be careful not to not touch the 
vessel with which you will remove the ashes until you sanc- 
ify your hands and your feet. Afterward, the priest would 
ake the silver pan designated for this purpose, which was 


and the altar on the 


western side of the ramp. The priest would then take the 


He would clear the 
ad been consumed 
pan. Next he would 
ace northward and 
stance of about ten 
ed upon the floor, a 
from the ramp. This 
he crop from a bird 


removing the ashes comprises the tas 
the pan and lowering its contents to the 


s of shoveling with 
floor adjacent to the 


altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:12). 
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= HALAKHA —— 
One may not build wooden porticoes in the Temple 
courtyard — AYA NIKITIN pwiy pre: One may not 
construct wooden porticoes in the courtyard, but only 
porticoes of stone or brick. This ruling is in accordance 
with Rav Hisda'’s interpretation of the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:9). 


Mechanism - s312: 


Basin with mechanism used to lower it 


Place of the ashes - ptn nipa: The place of the ashes 
is a general term for the locations where the ashes from 
the altar and from the Candelabrum were placed and 
sacrificial meat that required burning was burned. There 
were two such locations in the Temple courtyard. One 
was to the east of the ramp leading to the altar, on the 
southern side of the altar. This is where the ashes from 
the outer altar, as well as the ashes of the inner altar, 
the ashes of the Candelabrum, and the crop and the 
feathers of bird offerings were removed. This location is 
described in the Torah as: “The place of the ashes” (Leviti- 
cus 1:16). The second place, to the east of the altar, was 
used for the burning of disqualified sacrificial meat. 

Aside from these two locations within the Temple 
courtyard, there were two additional locations known 
as the places of the ashes that were used for burning. 
One, located on the Temple Mount, was designated for 
the burning of bulls and goats that became disqualified 
after the sprinkling of their blood, or, according to an 
opposing opinion, that became disqualified after leav- 
ing the courtyard (Zevahim 104b). The other site, located 
outside Jerusalem, was designated for the burning of 
bulls and goats whose designated rite was to be burned. 
In addition, ashes from the external altar were brought 
there periodically. 


h om 
a 
= Se fe 


oe 


Place of the ashes 


—————_ LANGUAGE —_______- 
Mechanism [mukhani] — 3313: From the Greek unxavn, 
mekhané, meaning machine, wheel, or lever. 
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nor could they hear the sound of his steps. They were therefore 
unaware of his progress until they heard the sound of the wood 
that ben Katin’ crafted into a mechanism [mukhani]* of pulleys 
that was used to sink the Basin" into flowing water during the night, 
so that its water would not be disqualified by remaining overnight. 
When the priests heard the sound of the pulleys raising the Basin 
from the water, they said to each other: The time for sanctifying 
hands and feet has come. The priest sanctified his hands and his 
feet with water from the Basin after he raised it. He then took the 
silver coal pan from the corner between the ramp and the altar, and 
ascended to the top of the altar. 


The priest cleared the upper layer of coals to this side and to that 
side and scooped into the coal pan the inner coals that were com- 
pletely consumed. He then descended the ramp. When he reached 
the floor, in the southeast of the Temple courtyard, he turned his 
face toward the north. He would walk along the east side of the 
ramp toward the south side of the altar, walking a distance of about 
ten cubits from the bottom of the ramp, which was twenty cubits 
from the altar. He then heaped the coals upon the floor in a loca- 
tion three handbreadths distant from the ramp, in the place 
where the priests would place the crop of the bird burnt offering, 
the ashes? removed from the inner, golden altar," and the ashes 
removed from the Candelabrum." 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that the priests would 


walk along the portico surrounding the 
Temple courtyard. Since porticoes were usually made of wood, the 
Gemara asks: And were there porticoes in the courtyard? But isn’t 
it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: From 
where is it derived that one may not build wooden porticoes in 
the Temple courtyard?" The verse states: “You shall not plant for 
yourself an ashera of any kind of tree beside the altar of the Lord 
your God” (Deuteronomy 16:21). 


Ben Katin — pop ja: The Gemara reports that ben Katin made 
twelve spigots for the Basin, to allow twelve priests to sanctify 
their hands and feet simultaneously, in preparation for the various 
morning services (Yoma 25b). He also crafted the mechanism 


A mechanism to sink the Basin - seb 3393: According to most 
commentaries, this mechanism consisted of a pulley that low- 
ered the Basin into a cistern through which water flowed. Had 
the water remained in the Basin overnight, it would have been 
necessary to pour it out the following morning. Since instead they 
immersed the Basin in flowing water, the water within remained 
fit for use the next morning (see also Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 3:18). 


The ashes removed from the inner altar — 129877 Nata pw: The 
early authorities disagree about how many times the priests must 
remove the ashes from the inner, golden altar over the course of 
a day. Some hold that the ashes must be removed once daily, in 
the morning (Rashi on Yoma 21a; Tosafot on Yoma 33a). Others 
maintain that this mitzva applies twice daily, in the morning 
and in the afternoon (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna; 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:11). 

There is also a dispute as to the precise time of the morning 
removal of ashes. Some hold this is performed while the daily 
offering is slaughtered (Ra'avad on 30b). Others maintain that the 
ashes are removed before the slaughtering of the daily offering 


| NOTES | 


described here, which prevented the water held in the Basin from 
becoming disqualified by remaining overnight. It is unknown 
whether ben Katin was a priest or a donor. 


and the sprinkling of its blood (Tosafot Yeshanim and Ritva on 
Yoma 25a). According to a third opinion, the ashes of the inner 
altar, like the ashes of the outer altar, are removed while it is 
still night (Ramban, Milhamot HaShem on Yoma, chapter 2). The 
details of the removal of the ashes from the golden altar are 
explained in the third chapter of this tractate (30b). 


The mitzva to remove the ashes from the Candelabrum - my2 
TaT pws: According to the Rambam, the mitzva of clearing 
refuse from the Candelabrum involves the removal of the wicks 
and oil remaining in the extinguished lamps, in addition to wiping 
the lamp with an absorbent cloth (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 3:12). Some of the early authorities contend that 
the removal of the used wicks and oil is in fact an element of the 
mitzva of preparing the lamps (Sefer HaMitzvot, positive mitzva 
25; Sefer HaHinnukh, mitzva 98). Others claim that removing the 
refuse constitutes a separate mitzva, as the mitzva of prepar- 
ing the lamps consists of arranging new wicks and oil in the 
Candelabrum, and lighting them (Ramban, Milhamot HaShem 
on Yoma, chapter 2). 
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The Gemara explains that this is what the verse is saying: You shall 
not plant for yourselfan ashera, i.e., a tree used as part of idolatrous 
rites. Moreover, you shall not plant or otherwise place for yourself 
any kind of tree or wood" beside the altar of the Lord your God. 
Rav Hisda says: The mishna is referring to porticoes made of 
building materials, i.e., stone, whereas the prohibition of erecting 
porticoes in the Temple courtyard applies only to porticoes of wood. 


§ The mishna teaches: Both groups would continue inspecting 
the vessels until they reached the place where the Chamber of the 
Preparer of the Griddle-Cake Offering was located. They would 
then set the preparer of the Griddle-Cake Offering to prepare the 
griddle-cake offering. The Gemara asks: Is this to say that the 
griddle-cake offering was sacrificed before the other rites of the 
Temple service were performed? 


But isn’t it taught in a baraita: From where is it derived that there 
is nothing that is sacrificed on the altar prior to the daily morning 
offering?" The verse states: “And the fire on the altar shall be kept 
burning on it, it shall not be extinguished; and the priest shall kindle 
wood upon it every morning, and he shall prepare the burnt offer- 
ing upon it and shall cause the fats of the peace offerings to go up 
in smoke upon it” (Leviticus 6:5). And Rabba says that the term: 
The burnt offering, with the definite article, indicates that the burnt 
offering is important and is the first offering sacrificed each day. Rav 
Yehuda says: The griddle-cake offering was not burned on the altar 
at that early hour. Rather, it was necessary to set the preparers of the 
griddle-cake offering to heat hot water for preparing the parboiled 
griddle cakes. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 
Tree or wood [etz] - yx: The term etz means both tree 
and wood. The Gemara therefore understands that the 
verse prohibits not only the planting of trees in the Temple 
courtyard, but also the erection of any type of wooden 
building. 


HALAKHA 
There is nothing sacrificed prior to the daily morning 
offering — anv Sw wand otip 124 prs: It is prohibited to 
sacrifice any offering before the daily offering of the morn- 


ing. This ruling is in accordance with the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:3). 
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MIS HN A The previous mishna described the perfor- 


mance of the removal of the ashes by the 
priest who was selected to perform this task. This mishna continues: 
The brethren of the priest who removed the ashes, i.e., the other 
members of the patrilineal family, saw that he had descended" 
from the altar with the coal pan, and they would run and come to 
the Basin. They made haste and sanctified their hands and their 
feet with the water in the Basin, and then they took the shovels 
and the forks and ascended with them to the top of the altar. The 
shovels were for shoveling the ashes to the center of the altar, while 
the forks were required to remove from the altar those limbs that 
had not been consumed. 


With regard to the limbs of burnt offerings and the fats of other 
offerings that had not been consumed and burned to ashes during 
the time from the previous evening, the priests would clear them 
to the sides of the altar. If the remaining limbs and fats were so 
abundant that the sides of the altar were unable to hold them, 
the priests would arrange them on the ramp, opposite the 
surrounding ledge of the altar. 


The priests then began raising the ashes onto the circular heap 
upon which the ashes were piled. The circular heap was in the 
middle of the altar.’ Sometimes there was as much as three hun- 
dred kor’ of ashes upon it. When the heap of ashes became exces- 
sively large, the priests would remove the ashes and pour them 
outside the city. But during the Festivals they would not remove 
the ashes from the altar, as the ashes were considered an adorn- 
ment to the altar, since they were a sign of the great number of 
offerings that were sacrificed on it. In all the days of the altar, even 
when there was an abundance of ashes upon it, 


| HALAKHA ~ 


The brethren saw that he had descended, etc. — YIN mx] 
"31 TPY: After the assigned priest finished removing the ashes 
from the altar, the other priests present would hasten to sanctify 
their hands and feet. They would then take shovels and forks to 
the top of the altar and clear to the sides of the altar those limbs 
and fats that had not been consumed overnight. If there was 
insufficient space along the sides of the altar to hold all these 
parts, the priests would arrange the parts on the ramp, opposite 
the surrounding ledge of the altar. 


Afterward, the priests would shovel the ashes from all the 
sides of the altar, piling everything upon the circular heap. They 
would shovel this heap with a receptacle large enough to contain 
one half-kor, and bring down its contents from the altar. The 
priests would not bring these ashes down from the altar on the 
Festivals; rather, they would collect all the ashes into a tall heap 
in the middle of the altar, as this is considered an adornment for 
the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:13). 


Perek II 


| BACKGROUND 
Surrounding ledge and circular heap - mam 33%: The 
circular heap and the surrounding ledge are both visible 
in the image. 


Priests throwing limbs onto the altar 


Kor - "43: The kor is the largest measurement of volume 
mentioned in talmudic sources. It contains thirty sea; in 
modern measurements it is 240-480 2. 
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NOTES 


To assemble the arrangement - 73 wat NY aap: The 
daily offering and the sacrificial portions of other offer- 
ings were burned upon an arrangement of wood on the 
altar known as the large arrangement. The obligation to 
maintain this arrangement is derived from the verse: “It 
is that which goes up on its firewood upon the altar all 
night until the morning” (Leviticus 6:2). As the mishna 
describes, in addition to that arrangement there was 
another arrangement, from which burning coals were 
aken to the inner, golden altar for the purpose of burn- 
ing the incense. This is derived from the end of the same 
verse: “And the fire of the altar shall be kept burning 
hereby” (Leviticus 6:2). 

Some tanna’im contend that there were three 
arrangements maintained daily on the altar. Apart from 
he aforementioned two, another arrangement was kept 
or the sole purpose of assuring that a fire was constantly 
maintained, in accordance with the verse: “And the fire 
upon the altar shall be kept burning thereby, it shall not 
go out” (Leviticus 6:5). Other tanna’im say there was yet 
a fourth arrangement. This was necessary to burn those 
parts of the daily afternoon offering that were not suf- 
ficiently burned over the course of the night, as the verse 
states: “And the fire of the altar’ The word “and” indicates 
the presence of another fire. In any case, all agree that 
for Yom Kippur an additional arrangement was prepared, 
from which coals are taken for the incense offering that 
the High Priest brings into the Holy of Holies (Yoma 45a). 


LANGUAGE 
Kindling [alita] - xx: The root of this word is appar- 
ently the same as that of alya, meaning tail. Accordingly, 
here it means a small wooden chip that resembles a 
residual tail. 
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the priest tasked with removing the ashes from the circular heap 
was never indolent" in removing the ashes. 


After the ashes were cleared to the middle of the altar, the priests 

began raising logs onto the altar in order to assemble the arrange- 
ment™ of wood on which the offerings were burned. The tanna 

asks: And is wood from all the trees fit for the arrangement?" The 

tanna replies: Wood from all the trees is fit for the arrangement, 
except for wood from the vine and from the olive tree, but the 

priests were accustomed to assemble the arrangement with wood 

from these trees: With young branches of the fig tree, of the nut 
tree, and of pinewood. 


The priest who removed the ashes then assembled the large 
arrangement" of wood upon which the daily offering and the sac- 
rificial portions of the other offerings are burned. It was assembled 
on the eastern side of the altar, and its opening was on the eastern 
side of the altar, and the inner end of the logs would touch the 
circular heap of ashes. And there was space between the logs, in 
which the priests placed twigs, as they would ignite the kindling 
[ha‘alita}' from there, so that the fire would spread to the logs. 


The priests selected from among the logs that were there fine logs 
from fig trees," as when this type of wood was burned it would 
become coals rather than ashes. The priest who removed the ashes 
then assembled the second arrangement of wood, from which the 
coals were taken to the golden altar in the Sanctuary for the burning 
of the incense. The second arrangement was assembled next to the 
southwestern corner of the altar and was removed from the corner 
toward the north side of the altar by a distance of four cubits. 


HALAKHA 


The priest tasked with removing the ashes was never indolent, 
etc. -= 13147137 byym x»: Any unblemished priest who wishes 
to do so may take the ashes that have had been lowered from 
the altar to remove them to the place for depositing the ashes 
outside the city. The task of removing the ashes outside the 
city is not determined by lottery, and it is available to whoever 
wants to perform it. There was never an occasion on which the 
priests were indolent and failed to remove the ashes (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:7 and Ra’avad and Lehem 
Mishne there, 2:14). 


The priests began raising logs to assemble the arrangement — 
mawan ny 119b pyna pya tna: Every morning the priests 

would arrange logs at the top of the altar for the large arrange- 
ment of fire (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:2). 


The wood which is fit for the arrangement - wat oxy 
moa: All new, unused wood is fit for the arrangement. Nev- 
ertheless, logs would not be brought from olive wood or from 
grapevines, so as not to deplete these resources from Eretz Yis- 
rael. Logs would regularly be brought from young branches of 
fig wood grown outside settled areas, as well as those of nut 
wood and of pinewood (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 7:3). 


Assembling the arrangement of wood upon the altar - 11D 
naw yas dy MD wai yy: The priest assembles the large arrange- 
ment of wood on the eastern side of the altar. It must be evident 
that he began from the eastern side. There was space between 
the logs, and the ends of the innermost logs touched the ashes 
heaped upon the middle of the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Temidin UMusafin 2:7). 


The priests selected from there fine logs from fig trees — 1113 
DD MRI YY OWA: After the priest assembled the wood for the 
large arrangement, he would again select quality fig wood and 
assemble the second arrangement for the incense opposite the 
southwestern corner, four cubits removed from the corner toward 
the north side of the altar. 

On a weekday, this second arrangement would consist of 
enough wood to produce five se‘a of coals. On Shabbat, the 
arrangement would be of enough wood to produce eight sea of 
coals, as on Shabbat the priests would place upon the arrange- 
ment the two vessels of frankincense that accompany the shew- 
bread (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:8). 
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The second arrangement was assembled of an amount of wood 

estimated to produce five sea of coals. And on Shabbat, it was 

assembled of an amount of wood estimated to produce eight sea 

of coals, as there the priests would place the two bowls of frank- 
incense’ that accompanied the shewbread and that were burned 

on the altar on Shabbat. With regard to the limbs and the fats that 

were not consumed" during the time from the previous evening, 
the priests would return them to the large arrangement to be 

burned. And the priests kindled those two arrangements with fire 

and descended from the altar. And they then came to the Cham- 
ber of Hewn Stone,’ where they would conduct the second lottery 
in order to determine who would perform the subsequent rites. 


re E M ARA The mishna teaches that sometimes there 

was as much as three hundred kor of ashes 
upon the circular heap in the middle of the altar. Rava said: This 
is an exaggeration. The mishna merely means that the heap con- 
tained a large quantity of ashes, not that it reached that actual 
amount. Similarly, the mishna states (30a) that before slaughtering 
the daily offering the priests gave the lamb selected for the daily 
offering water to drink in cup of gold, so that it would be easier 
to flay it after it was slaughtered. With regard to this mishna, Rava 
said: This is an exaggeration, as the priests would not give the 
animal to drink from an actual golden vessel. 


In this connection, Rabbi Ami says: In certain instances, the Torah 
spoke employing exaggerated [havai]! language, the prophets 
spoke employing exaggerated language, and the Sages spoke 
employing exaggerated language. 


The Gemara cites examples for this statement: The Torah spoke 
employing exaggerated language, as it is written: “Hear, Israel: 
You are passing over the Jordan this day, to go in to dispossess 
nations greater and mightier than you, cities great and fortified 
up to heaven” (Deuteronomy 9:1). Does it enter your mind to say 
that the cities were literally fortified up to heaven? Rather, this is 
an exaggeration. 


Likewise, the Sages spoke employing exaggerated language, as in 
this example that we stated with regard to the circular heap of 
ashes, and in the description: The priests gave the lamb selected 
for the daily offering water to drink in a cup of gold. 


The prophets spoke employing exaggerated language, as it is 
written with regard to the coronation of King Solomon: “And all 
the people of the land came up after him, and the people piped 
with pipes, and rejoiced with great joy, so that the earth rent 
with the sound of them” (1 Kings 1:40). The verse merely means 
that the sound was very great, not that it actually caused the earth 
to split. 


Rabbi Yannai bar Nahmani says that Shmuel says: In three 
instances, the Sages spoke in exaggerated language, and these 
are those instances: With regard to the circular heap of ashes 
on the altar, with regard to the vine, and with regard to the 
Curtain that separated the Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies, as 
explained below. 


HALAKHA 


The halakha with regard to the limbs and fats that were not 


night, in the morning the priests would place them on the sides 


consumed — oyna Kow Dm OAK pT: With regard tothe of the large arrangement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 


limbs and the fats that were not consumed over the course of the 


UMusafin 2:5). 


BACKGROUND 
Two bowls of frankincense — mia na Ww 


Bowls for frankincense 


Chamber of Hewn Stone — 1377 naw: The numbered 
areas in the image below represent the following: 


1. Chamber of Hewn Stone 
2. Slaughterhouse 

3. Ramp 

4. Altar 


Location of Chamber of Hewn Stone, altar, and slaughterhouse in 
the Temple 


LANGUAGE 
Exaggerated [havai] — 37: This word, which means 
nonsense, sometimes refers to an exaggeration and 
sometimes to imprecise language. Some explain that it 
describes an unlearned person who is not careful with 
his language. He does not intend to lie, but his words 
lack precision (Rashi). 
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opinion of Rava, as we learned in a mishna: The priests gave the 
lamb selected for the daily offering water to drink in a cup of gold, 
and Rava said: This is an exaggeration. Shmuel teaches us that in 
these three instances, yes, the Sages employed exaggerated lan- 
guage, but there, in the case of the golden cup, it is not an exag- 
geration, as even the cup from which the lamb was given to drink 
was actually made of gold. This is because there is no poverty ina 
place of wealth, i.e., the Temple is a place of wealth, where one 
must act in a lavish manner. 
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Gold vine - 3771 }53: 


The Gemara details the three instances with regard to which 
Shmuel states that the Sages employed exaggerated language: The 
case of the circular heap of ashes is that which we stated above. 
The case of the vine is as it is taught in a mishna (Middot 3:8): A 
gold ornament in the form of a vine’ stood at the entrance to the 
Sanctuary, and it hung upon posts. And whoever would donate 
an ornamental gold leaf, 
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Entrance Hall of the Sanctuary adorned with a golden vine 
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or grape, or cluster of grapes, would bring it to the Temple and 
a priest would hang it on the vine. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Tzadok, said: There was once an incident and three hundred 
priests were enlisted to lift the vine in order to move it, due to its 
immense weight. This description is an exaggeration, as although 
the vine was extremely heavy, it did not require three hundred 
priests to lift it. 


With regard to Shmuel’s statement that the Sages exaggerated with 

regard to the weight of the Curtain, it is as we learned in a mishna 

(Shekalim 21b) that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says in the name 

of Rabbi Shimon the deputy High Priest: With regard to the 

Curtain," its thickness is one handbreadth. It is woven from 

seventy-two strands of yarn, and each and every strand of those 

seventy-two strands is made from twenty-four threads. The Cur- 
tain is fashioned from four materials: Sky-blue wool, purple wool, 
scarlet wool, and fine linen, and every strand comprises six threads 

of each material. 


HALAKHA 


The Curtain — n31573: Every year two Curtains were fashioned 
for the purpose of separating between the Sanctuary and the 
Holy of Holies. Each Curtain contained four types of material: 
Sky-blue wool, purple wool, scarlet wool, and fine linen, and 


of twenty-four threads. The Curtain was one handbreadth thick, 
and it was woven from seventy-two strands of yarn. Its length 
was forty cubits, and it was twenty cubits wide (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:16). 


each strand consisted of six threads of each material, for a total 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Dr Wy -AINN TRN DEIN - ABI 
DY) KIDI DAW) Ow TAN 
wus naw) may O23 pet ow 

Anis papa o> mien 


AD war ne IY pps pwa bnr 
[roa] ips bea n bwn yan [n> 
DWA WO KBD IT PNIAYY ND 127 
DWA Wax Ipy 7a KIN 31 WPT 

DEW IST a 


-PORT by wx oxy by” van 
amp wrx nig DNIT yy 
repay BP NYT Ew PIT 

Aima 


Its length is forty cubits, corresponding to the height of the 
entrance to the Sanctuary, and its width is twenty cubits, match- 
ing the width of the entrance. And it is made at the cost of eighty- 
two ten-thousands," i.e., 820,000, gold dinars, and two new Cur- 
tains are made in each and every year." And the Curtain was so 
heavy that when it was immersed three hundred priests would 
immerse it." 


Q The mishna teaches: The priests began raising logs onto the 
altar to assemble the arrangement of wood.’ Wood from all the 
trees is fit for the arrangement, except for wood from the olive 
tree and from the vine. The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 
wood from these trees is not fit for the arrangement? Rav Pappa 
said: It is due to the fact that they have thick knots? in their 
branches, which cause the wood to burn poorly and produce exces- 
sive smoke. Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: Although these trees are 
unfit for the arrangement primarily because they burn poorly, there 
is an additional reason: They are not used because using them 
would deplete the olive trees and grapevines, which would be 
detrimental to the settlement of Eretz Yisrael. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the explanation of Rav Aha bar 
Ya'akov from a baraita: The verse states with regard to the wood of 
the arrangement: “And the sons of Aaron the priest shall put fire 

upon the altar, and lay wood in order upon the fire. And Aaron’s 

sons, the priests, shall lay the pieces, and the head, and the fat, in 

order upon the wood that is on the fire which is upon the altar” 
(Leviticus 1:7-8). The verse indicates that the arrangement must 

be composed of wood that burns completely, until it becomes 

like the fire itself. And what is that type of wood? This is referring 

to branches that are as smooth as a skewer [shipud],' which 

do not become knotted from within. Evidently, the primary 
qualification of the wood is that it does not have knots. 


And it is made of eighty-two ten-thousands - pnw minw 
mya xia: The text follows the interpretation of the Rambam 
that this number is referring to the cost of the Curtain. Another 
interpretation is that it is referring to the number of threads in 
the Curtain (Rabbeinu Barukh). 

Some commentaries claim that this is referring to the number 
of weavers who were needed to weave the Curtain. These weav- 
ers were young girls who had not yet menstruated and who 
were therefore certainly ritually pure. According to this opinion, 
the text should read eighty-two rivot, meaning girls, rather than 
ribo, meaning ten-thousands. Weaving was traditionally women's 
work, and women were paid to weave the Curtain for the Temple 
(Commentary on Tamid). 


And two are made in each and every year -533 priy onw 
mm: Some commentaries explain that this is referring to the 
fact that in the Second Temple the barrier between the Sanctuary 


and the Holy of Holies consisted of two separate Curtains, with 
space between them. Others explain that both Curtains were 
fashioned for the Entrance Hall. Some suggest that a new Curtain 
was required annually because of the copious smoke from the 
incense, which would stain the Curtain (Rosh). 


Three hundred priests would immerse it - D> nia vow 
ADIK poavn: The early authorities discuss the reason for this 
immersion. Some claim that the last step in the preparation 
of a ritually pure vessel for consecrated use was to immerse it 
in a ritual bath (Rosh). Others maintain that the Curtain can be 
rendered ritually impure, and this immersion was performed only 
when that happened (Rosh; Rashi on Hullin 90b). They explain 
that although the Curtain is considered attached to the earth, it 
may nevertheless become impure because in a certain aspect it 
is a tent, as the Sages said that the Curtain should not be com- 
pletely straight; rather, it must be slightly horizontal at its top. 


The priests began raising logs to assemble the arrange- 
ment of wood - maqwart me 110b pa poyn boa 


Priests collecting logs from the Chamber of the Wood. 


Knots — yp: The knots are those areas where branches 
are attached to each other, rendering the wood in these 
places thicker and harder than in the other parts of the 
branches. Young branches grow without any append- 
ages or knotting. Vines and olive trees are predominantly 
tangled and knotty. 


Tangled and knotty branches of a vine 


——} LANGUAGE 


Skewer [shipud] - naw: From the Greek or086c, spodos, 
meaning embers or ashes from wood. 
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BACKGROUND 


Hackberry tree - wa: Celtis australis, the Mediterranean 
hackberry, is a tall and leafy cultivated tree, which can 
grow to a height of 30 m. The tree produces small black 
ruits that resemble serrated eggs. Although these fruits 
are edible, the tree is used primarily for decorative pur- 
poses and for carpentry, as its wood is hard and durable. 
The hackberry has a long life span, and there are very old 
rees of this variety in the Samaria and Galilee regions in 
Eretz Yisrael. 


Mediterranean hackberry planted in 1550, France 


Does not bear fruit - x5 Pay xb: Palm trees may be 
male or female, and the male trees do not bear fruit. 
Therefore, some of these trees are left undisturbed for 
propagation, while the rest are available for their wood. 


Perek II 
Daf30 Amud a 


LANGUAGE 


Sediment [sirton] - poy: From the Greek ovptie, surtis, 
meaning sandbar. A sandbar is created when a great quan- 
tity of sand and silt is deposited by a river or sea, forming 
a new sandy edge. 
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The Gemara continues: And is wood from all the trees fit for the 
arrangement? The baraita explains: Wood from all the trees is fit 
for the arrangement, except for olive wood and wood from the 
vine, but the priests were accustomed to assemble the arrangement 
with wood from these trees: With young branches of the fig tree, 
of the nut tree, and of pinewood. Rabbi Eliezer adds that the 
following types of wood are also unfit: The wood of the hackberry 
tree,’ of the oak, of the palm tree, of the carob tree, and of the 
sycamore. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty: Granted, according to the one 

who said that the wood of the olive and of the vine are not used 

because they have knots, one can explain that the first tanna of the 

baraita and Rabbi Eliezer disagree with regard to this matter: One 

Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, holds that although the wood of the trees that 
he deems unfit for the arrangement, e.g., the hackberry tree and the 

oak, are not knotted from within, since they are knotted on the 

outside, we do not bring wood from these trees for the arrange- 
ment. And one Sage, the first tanna, holds that since these are not 
knotted from within, even though they are knotted on the 

outside, we do bring wood from these trees for the arrangment. 


But according to the one who said that the wood of the olive and 
of the vine are not used because it would be detrimental to the 
settlement of Eretz Yisrael, the palm tree should also be unfit for 
the arrangement. Isn’t it also subject to the consideration that 
cutting it down would be detrimental to the settlement of Eretz 
Yisrael? It is also one of the species about which Eretz Yisrael is 
praised. Ifso, why does the first tanna deem the palm tree fit for the 
arrangement? 


The Gemara explains that Rav Aha bar Ya'akov could say to you: It 

is unnecessary to cite the baraita in order to raise this difficulty, as 

the mishna itself states that the fig tree is a preferred source of 
firewood. And according to your reasoning, isn’t the fig tree sub- 
ject to the consideration that cutting it down would be detrimental 

to the settlement of Eretz Yisrael? It is also one of the species about 

which Eretz Yisrael is praised. Rather, what have you to say? One 

must say that the mishna is referring to a fig tree that does not bear 

fruit. With regard to the palm tree as well, the baraita is referring 

to a variety that does not bear fruit.’ 


The Gemara asks: But is there a fig tree that does not bear fruit? 
The Gemara answers: Yes, there are fig trees that do not bear fruit, 
and this is in accordance with a statement of Rahava with regard 
to a method of cultivating fig trees, as Rahava said: The growers 
bring saplings of white figs, which are an inferior variety, 


and the growers rub them’ with a rope made of palm fronds, to 

which the seeds adhere, and they plant the tree in a spot where 

the sea emits deposits of sediment [sirton].' A tree planted in this 

manner produces wood that is suitable for a beam, but it does not 

produce fruit. And as the tree does not divert its resources to yield- 
ing fruit, its wood is so robust and heavy that with regard to three 

of its branches, a bridge cannot support them. 


BACKGROUND 


Rub them - Ty) sow: This procedure is designed to remove 
the seeds and the sprouts from the fig tree, as well as to strip 


reproduction as much as possible, instead spurring the vegeta- 
tive growth of the tree and the branches themselves. 


away the bark from the tree. These actions suppress the tree's 
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§ The mishna teaches: The priest assembled the large arrange- 
ment on the eastern side of the altar, and its opening was on the 
eastern side of the altar. The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 
an opening was formed in the arrangement? This matter is subject 
to a dispute between Rav Huna and Rav Hisda: One said that the 
opening was formed so that the wind would blow into it and fan 
the flames of the arrangement. And one said that it was formed so 
that the priests would be able to light from there the kindling that 
was placed between the logs. 


The Gemara raises an objection from the mishna: There was space 
between the logs, as the priests would ignite the kindling from 
there. Evidently, the kindling was not ignited from the opening. The 
Gemara explains: The Sage who maintains that the kindling was lit 
from the opening in the east of the arrangement could say to you 
that in addition to lighting kindling from the opening, the priests 
would fashion many spaces within the arrangement, through which 
they would ignite kindling in order to increase the fire. 
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MI S HN A 3 r 1 Four lotteries were conducted in the 

°* Temple each day in order to deter- 
mine which priests would perform which of the Temple rites. After 
describing the first of the lotteries, for removal of the ashes, the 
tanna describes the second lottery. The priest appointed to oversee 
the lotteries said to the priests: Come and participate in the lot- 
tery? to determine who is the priest who will slaughter" the daily 
offering; and who is the priest who will sprinkle its blood; and who 
will remove the ashes from the inner, golden altar; and who will 
remove the ashes from the Candelabrum; and who will take the 
limbs of the daily offering up to the ramp to be burned afterward. 


The limbs of the daily offering taken up to the ramp were divided 
among the priests in the following manner: One priest took the 
head and the right hind leg up to the altar; and a second took the 
two forelegs; a third the haunch, including the lower spine and 
the tail, and the left hind leg; a fourth the breast and the cud, i.e., 
the neck and appended internal organs, including the windpipe, 
liver, and heart; and a fifth the two flanks; a sixth the innards; and 
a seventh the fine flour from the accompanying meal offering; and 
an eighth the griddle-cake offering; and a ninth the wine for the 
libation. 


They conducted the lottery to determine the thirteen tasks, i.e., 
slaughtering, carrying the nine items or pairs of items, sprinkling 
the blood, removing the ashes from the inner altar, and removing 
the ashes from the Candelabrum. And whoever won that lottery 
won the right to perform the slaughter, and the twelve priests 


standing to his right won the other privileges. 
The appointed one said to the 


MI S H NA 3 . 2 priests: Go out and observe if it 


is day and the time for slaughter has arrived. If the time has arrived, 
the observer says: There is light. Matya ben Shmuel says that the 

appointed priest phrased his question differently, saying: Is the 

entire eastern sky illuminated as far as Hebron? And the observer 
says: Yes. 


HALAKHA 


Come and participate in the lottery to determine who is the 
priest who will slaughter — priwit % wam mia: The second 


lottery of the morning in the Temple de 
who would perform thirteen rites, and thir 


from the Candelabrum and prepare the wicks. The fifth person 
would raise the head and a hind leg onto the ramp, while the 
sixth person would raise the two forelegs. The seventh priest 
would bring up the haunch and a hind leg, and the eighth would 


ermined the priests 
een priests would be 


selected all at once. How so? The appointed priest would say to 
the other priests: Extend your fingers, and he would count in the 
same manner in which he counted in the first lottery. 

The first person selected in this lottery would be charged 
with slaughtering the daily offering of the morning. The second 
person, standing next to the first one, would receive the blood of 
the daily offering and sprinkle it. The third person, alongside the 
second, would remove the ashes from the inner altar. The fourth 
person, standing adjacent to the third, would remove the ashes 


bring up the breast and the cud. The ninth priest would bring up 
the two flanks, while the tenth would bring up the innards. The 
eleventh priest would bring up the fine flour accompanying the 
daily offering. The twelfth priest would bring up the daily griddle- 
cake offering, and finally, the thirteenth would bring up the wine 
libation for the daily offering. This halakha is in accordance with 
the mishna here and the Gemara in Yoma 14b (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:6). 


Perek III 


BACKGROUND 
Come and participate in the lottery — 103m xia: 


Priests taking part in a lottery 
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The priests entered the Chamber of the Vessels, etc. — 
^D mon naw 1039): After the priest assembled the sec- 
ond arrangement, he would bring up two logs onto the 
altar and place them upon the large arrangement in order 
to increase the fire. Afterward, the priests would enter the 
Chamber of the Vessels and remove from there all the 
service vessels required for the Temple service of that day 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:1). 
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MISHNA 3 $ 3 The appointed priest said to the 

° J priests: Go out and bring me a 
lamb from the Chamber of the Lambs,’ where lambs that had been 
examined and found to be unblemished were kept. And the Cham- 
ber of the Lambs is located in the northwestern corner of the 
building of the Chamber of the Hearth. There were four chambers 
there,’ in that building: One was the Chamber of the Lambs; and 
one was the Chamber of the Seals,’ located in the northeastern 
corner, where the priest stored receipts given to those seeking 
to purchase animal offerings; and one was the Chamber of the 
Hearth, where there was a fire burning to warm the priests; and 
the last one was the chamber in which the priests prepared the 
shewbread. 


MI S HN A 3 Š 4 The priests entered the Chamber 

$ of the Vessels," where the service 
vessels required for the daily Temple service were stored. They took 
out from there ninety-three silver vessels and gold vessels. They 


then gave the lamb selected for the daily offering water to drink’ 
in a cup 


They gave the daily offering to drink - Tann nx pw: The 
early commentaries disagree with regard to the reason that the 


daily offering is given water to drink before it is slaughtered. 


Some maintain that this makes it easier to flay the animal after it 
is slaughtered (Commentary on Jamid; Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna; Ra’avad; Rosh). Others explain that giving the 


animal a drink causes pulmonary lesions to dissipate, which 
prevents uncertainty with regard to whether it had the status 
of an animal with a wound that will cause it to die within twelve 
months [tereifa]; this status would invalidate it as an offering (Rif; 
Rabbeinu Hananel; Meiri on Beitza 40a). 


Chamber of the Lambs 


There were four chambers there - ow 17 mow YON: 


Wiest 


East 
Chambers in the Chamber of the Hearth 


Lamb from the Chamber of the Lambs - naw aby Seals — nianin: Although the halakha permits one to bring 
oxdyn: 


an animal offering, bird offering, or meal offering from his own 
home, it was difficult for many people to bring offerings from 
great distances. Therefore, they would purchase their offerings 
rom the markets in Jerusalem, or they would arrange these 
purchases in an orderly manner in the Temple itself, which 
would also be the surest way to avoid complications arising 
rom blemishes or flaws. This would be performed in the fol- 
owing manner: One would come to the Temple Mount to 
he priest appointed over the animals that were available as 
private offerings, and would pay him for the items that were 
required. The priest would provide him with a receipt, called a 
seal, which would entitle him to collect the appropriate offering 
rom another assigned priest. At the end of each day, the priests 
would review the receipts and the collected money, and if there 
was money missing the priest himself would be responsible 
o provide the difference. These receipts would be kept in the 
Chamber of the Seals. 


Chamber of the Seals 
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of gold." Although the lamb was examined and deemed unblem- 
ished earlier in the evening, the priests examine it" now by the 


light of the torches. 
MISHNA 4 Š S The priests who won the privilege 
s of the removal of ash from the 
inner altar" and of the removal of ash from the Candelabrum 
would precede the other priests and would hold four vessels 
in their hands: The basket, and the jug, and the two keys. The 
basket is similar to a large gold vessel with a capacity of three kav 
[letarkav],' but it holds only two and a half kav. And the jug is 
similar to a large flask [lekitton]' of gold. And as for the two keys, 
with one of them the priest would lower his arm to his armpit 
through a small opening in the door and open the lock that was at 
the bottom of the door on the inside, and he would pass through 
that door into a compartment. And the other one is the key with 
which the priest opened the lock on the inner door of the compart- 
ment, through which he entered the Sanctuary, and that lock he 


opened directly. 
MISHNA 3 i The priest came to the northern 
4 wicket. There were two wickets 
for the large gate," one in the northern part of the gate and one in 
the southern part. Through the wicket that was in the southern 
part, no person entered. In its regard, the wicket’s status is clari- 
fied by the prophet Ezekiel, as it is stated: “Then he brought me 
back the way of the outer gate of the Sanctuary, which looks toward 
the east; and it was shut. And the Lord said unto me: This gate 
shall be shut, it shall not be opened, neither shall any man enter 
in by it, for the Lord, the God of Israel, has entered in by it; and 
it shall be shut” (Ezekiel 44:1-2). 


‘The priest took the key, opened the wicket north of the gate, and 
entered the compartment. He went from the compartment to the 
Sanctuary and continued until he would reach the large gate. Once 
he reached the large gate, which was locked from the inside, he 
moved the bolt and the locks fixing the bolt in place and opened 
the gate. The priest who slaughters the daily offering would not 
slaughter" the animal until he would hear that the large gate had 
been opened. 


HALAKHA 


They then gave the daily offering to drink in a cup of gold - pwy 
am bw Di2 AT NN: Before slaughtering the lamb for the daily 
offering, the priests would give it water to drink from a golden cup, 
so that later it would be easier to flay. This ruling is in accordance 
with the mishna and the opinion of Shmuel on 29a (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:9 and Lehem Mishne there, 6:1). 


Although the lamb was examined in the evening the priests 
examine it- inix ppan awan pan Ky 9 5y x: Although the 
animal set aside for the daily offering had been examined earlier to 
ascertain that it was unblemished, the animal was not slaughtered 
until it was examined by torchlight a second time (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:9). 


The priests who won the privilege of the removal of ash from 
the inner altar, etc. — 13) 92°57 nam pwa Maw 12: Whichever 
priest won the privilege of removing ‘the ashes from the inner altar 
would enter the Sanctuary with a sacred golden basket, which had 
a capacity of two and a half kav. He would place the basket upon 
the ground in front of him and scoop handfuls of ash and coal 


from upon the altar into the basket. Finally, he would sweep the 
remaining ashes into the basket, place it in the Sanctuary, and leave 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:4). 


There were two wickets for the large gate, etc. — "7 pwswa nw 

o>) bisa ayw ib: There were two wickets to the Sanctuary, oneon 
each side of the large gate in the middle of the Sanctuary, one to 
the north and one to the south. No one ever entered the southern 
wicket, about which Ezekiel states: “This gate shall be shut, it shall 
not be opened” As for the northern wicket, the priest would enter 
between the two walls and walk to his left until he would come to a 
place where the Sanctuary was open. He would enter the Sanctuary 
from there, and would walk to the large gate and open it (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:6). 


The priest who slaughters would not slaughter, etc. — 71 x 
“Di oMiwi pmiw: The daily morning offering was slaughtered when 
the large gate of the Sanctuary was opened (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:1). 


LANGUAGE 

Vessel with a capacity of three kav [tarkav] - 3p 1H: 
A tarkav is a vessel used for measuring one-half of a 
sea, or three kav. The early commentaries suggest 
that its name derives from a contraction of the words 
two [terei] and kav, i.e., two kav and another kav, a 
total of three. Nevertheless, it is likely that the word 
tarkav is derived from the Greek tpixaBog, trikabos, 
which also means three kav. 


Flask [kitton] - timp: From the Greek KwOwv, 
kothon, a drinking utensil similar to a cup. 
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BACKGROUND 
Jericho — im: Elsewhere (Yoma 39b), Rabba bar bar 
Hana, who traveled extensively, reports that the distance 
between Jerusalem and Jericho is ten parasangs, or forty 
mil, which is slightly less than 40 km. This is the length 
of the route that would be taken between the two; the 


actual distance measured in a straight line is somewhat 
shorter. 


ap showing distance between Jerusalem and Jericho 


Cities of [arei] Mikhvar - m27 Ww: The cities of Mikhvar 
were located upon a mountain where the Hasmonean 
ing Alexander Yannai erected a tower on the eastern side 
of the Jordan River. According to an alternative version of 
he text, the mishna is referring to the mountains of [harei] 
ikhvar (see Yoma 39b), in which case Mikhvar was not 
he name of a single mountain but a range. The tower 
unctioned somewhat as a center for Jews in the centuries 
ollowing its construction. 
Some identify Mount Mikhvar with Machaerus, which 
is located approximately 8 km east of the Dead Sea and 
about 40 km from Jerusalem. 


The slaughterhouse — o»nawan ma: 


Temple slaughterhouse 


NOTES 


From Jericho the people would hear the sound of the 
song of the Levites in the Temple — pyaiv wa imma 
ven bip: The commentaries note that this clause should 
be omitted here, as the same statement appears later in 
the mishna. 
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MI SHNA 3 š Fi From Jericho’ the people would 

b hear the sound indicating that the 
large gate had been opened. From Jericho the people would hear 
the sound produced in the Temple by the instrument that had the 
form of a shovel. From Jericho the people would hear the sound 
of the song of the Levites in the Temple." From Jericho the people 
would hear the sound of ben Arza clashing the cymbals in the 
Temple. From Jericho the people would hear the sound of the flute 
that was played in the Temple twelve days each year. 


From Jericho the people would hear the voice of Gevini the Tem- 
ple crier, who would proclaim in the Temple each day: Arise, priests, 
to your service, and Levites to your platform, and Israelites to your 
non-priestly watch. From Jericho the people would hear the sound 
of the wood that ben Katin crafted into a mechanism of pulleys 
for the Basin. From Jericho the people would hear the sound of 
the song of the Levites in the Temple. From Jericho the people 
would hear the sound of the shofar that was sounded several times 
each day in the Temple. And some say that in Jericho the people 
would hear even the voice of the High Priest at the moment that 
he mentioned the ineffable name of God on Yom Kippur. 


From Jericho the people would smell the fragrance emanating 
from the preparation of the incense in the Temple. Rabbi Elazar 
ben Diglai said: There were goats belonging to my father that 
grazed in the cities of Mikhvar,’ located at a distance from Jerusa- 
lem, and they would sneeze from the fragrance of the preparation 


of the incense that they smelled. 
The priest who won the lottery 


MISHNA 3: to slaughter the daily offering 


pulled the lamb, and he would go to the slaughterhouse’ to slaugh- 
ter it as the daily offering. And the priests who won the right to take 
the limbs up to the ramp would go with him. The slaughterhouse" 
was to the north of the altar. Adjacent to it there were eight low 
stone pillars. And cedarwood squares were affixed upon them, 
and iron hooks were fixed in the wooden squares. And there were 
three rows of hooks on each and every one of those wooden 
squares, upon which the priests would suspend the animal after it 
was slaughtered. And they would flay the animal’s hide onto marble 
tables that were positioned between the pillars. 

The priest who won the right of the 


MISHNA 3 : Q removal of ash from the inner 


altar entered through the Sanctuary gate, and he took the basket 
with him and placed it before him on the floor between him and 
the altar. And he would take handfuls of ashes from upon the altar 
and place them in the basket. Ultimately, when only a small amount 
of ashes remained on the altar, the priest swept the rest into the 
basket, and placed the basket back on the Sanctuary floor, and 
emerged from the Sanctuary. 


The slaughterhouse - o»navan ma: This area was twelve and 
a half cubits wide, out of the total width of the Sanctuary of one 
hundred thirty-five cubits. Animal offerings would be suspended 
and flayed adjacent to the slaughterhouse. There were eight 
marble tables there, upon which the pieces of the animals were 


HALAKHA 


placed and subsequently rinsed so that they could be cooked. 
The tables were located in a space of eight cubits. Near the tables 
were rings, which occupied a space of twenty-four cubits, and 
they would slaughter the animal offerings there (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:13-14). 
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The priest who won the right of the removal of ash from the Can- 
delabrum® entered" the Sanctuary. And if he found in the Cande- 
labrum the two easternmost lamps, the second of which is called 
the western" lamp, still burning, he would first remove the ashes 
and the burned wicks from the rest of the lamps and place them in 
the jug, and place new wicks and oil in those lamps. And he would 
leave these two lamps burning in their own place. If he found that 
the two easternmost lamps were extinguished, he would remove 
the ashes and the burned wicks from them" and kindle them from 
the lamps that were still burning. If none were still burning, he 
would kindle them from the fire on the outer altar. And afterward, 
the priest would remove the ashes and the wicks from the rest of 
the lamps. 


And there was a stone in front of the Candelabrum" and in it there 
were three stairs upon which the priest would stand and prepare 
the lamps for kindling. Since the Candelabrum was eighteen hand- 
breadths high, it was necessary for the priest to stand on an elevated 
surface to reach the lamps. And after he placed the ashes and the 
wicks from the five westernmost lamps in the jug, he would place 
the jug on the second stair of that stone, and then he emerged from 
the Sanctuary. When the priest later returned to prepare the two 
easternmost lamps for kindling, he would remove the jug with the 
ashes from the Candelabrum, and together with the priest removing 
the basket with the ashes from the inner altar would pour the ashes 
from the jug and the basket at the side of the altar. 


NOTES 


Two easternmost lamps, the second of which is called the 
western — PIWA PIWA NIY IW: Many versions of the text 
omit the word western. This mishna follows the opinion that the 
Candelabrum was positioned with the lamps running from east 
to west rather than north to south (see Menahot 98b). According 


The priest who won the right of the removal of ash from the 
Candelabrum entered, etc. — 131 D332 TYIT wT ABW 1: The 
priest would not prepare all seven lamps at one time; rather, he 
would prepare five lamps and pause while another rite was per- 
formed. Afterward, he would reenter and prepare the two remain- 
ing lamps (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:16). 


If he found that they were extinguished he would remove the 
ashes from them, etc. — 131 pwm 133W jx¥n: If a lamp in the 
Candelabrum was extinguished, it would be lit from another lamp 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:17). 


HALAKHA 


to most opinions, the western lamp, which was: “Before the Lord 
eternally” (Leviticus 24:3; see Sifrei), was therefore the second 
lamp along the east-west axis. Some early commentaries claim 
that the easternmost lamp was also lit in the morning in order for 
the lamp next to it to be considered the western lamp. 


And there was a stone in front of the Candelabrum, etc. - 12%) 
ADTT 23 muy: There was a stone with three steps in front 
of the Candelabrum in the Temple. It was upon this stone that the 
priest would stand to prepare the lamps. Furthermore, the priest 
would rest the tongs, the pans, and the utensils holding the oil 


upon this stone while preparing the lamps (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:11). 


BACKGROUND 


Removal of ash from the Candelabrum - pw’ 
maT: 


Priest removing ash from the lamps of the Candelabrum 
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MI S H NA In preparing the lamb of the daily offering for 


sacrifice, the priests would not tie the lamb 
by fastening all four ofits legs together; rather, they would bind" it" 
by fastening each hind leg to the corresponding foreleg. The priests 
who won the right to take the limbs up to the ramp would hold the 
lamb in place while it was being slaughtered. And this was the man- 
ner of its binding: The animal would be stood in the northern part 
of the courtyard while its head would be directed to the south," 
toward the altar, and its face would be turned to the west,® toward 
the Sanctuary. And the slaughterer would stand to the east of the 
animal, and his face would be to the west. 


Twenty-four rings were affixed to the courtyard floor north of the 
altar, designated for placement of the animal's neck during its slaugh- 
ter. The daily offering of the morning was slaughtered" at the north- 
west corner of the altar, at the second ring." The daily offering of 
the afternoon was slaughtered at the northeast corner of the altar, 


at the second ring. 


Tie...bind — p?pxa...pnaia: Some suggest that this method 
of binding does not involve any tying, but rather they would 
firmly hold the foreleg and hind leg (Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna). 


While its head would be directed to the south — pint WRN: 
According to some commentaries, the positioning of the animal 
is derived from the verse: “And he shall slaughter it on the side 
of the altar northward” (Leviticus 1:11). The Sages derived from 
here that the offering, which is slaughtered in the northern part 
of the courtyard, must be positioned so that its head faces south, 
toward the altar, and it should be slaughtered as close to the 


They would not tie the lamb, rather they would bind it - 71 x 
inis poppy xbr Awa ny praia: In order to avoid the practice of 
he heretics, instead of tying the lamb for the daily offering when 

it was to be slaughtered, the priests would hold the animal's fore- 
egs and the hind legs. The animal was held in such a manner that 
its head faced the south and its face was directed to the west. The 

Ra’avad explains that the animal is held rather than tied in order 
o prevent it from suffering excessive pain. If the animal were to 

suffer greatly, it might flail wildly and thereby incur a disqualifying 

blemish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:10). 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


altar as possible (Commentary on amid). Others explain that 
the animal would be placed in this position in order to ensure 
that its backside was far from the altar, so that if it defecated it 
would not do so near the altar (Ra’avad; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura; 
see Yoma 36a). 


Ring - nyav: Yohanan the High Priest instructed that twenty-four 
iron rings be affixed to the courtyard floor in the slaughterhouse, 
north of the altar. The head, or legs (Rambam), of the animal 
would be placed inside the rings, in order to hold it steady while 
it was being slaughtered. 


The place in which the daily offering is slaughtered - Dip 
“vam NW: The daily morning offering was slaughtered in the 
northwest corner of the slaughterhouse, at the second ring, while 
the daily afternoon offering was slaughtered at the northeast cor- 
ner of the slaughterhouse, at the second ring. This ensured that 
the animals were opposite the sun, as there is a tradition that this 
is required (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:11). 


Perek IV 


BACKGROUND 
Its head to the south and its face to the west — iù 
swab 201 pint: The image below depicts the bull of 
Yom Kippur, standing with its head to the south and 
its face to the west, while the priest stands east of the 
animal and faces west. 


Bull of Yom Kippur 
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This file may not 


HALAKHA 


The sprinkling of the blood of the daily offering - ny 
“vam D7: The procedure for sprinkling the blood of any 
burnt offering, including the daily offering, was as follows: 
The priest would take the bowl containing the blood and 


sprinkle a portion of it, in two acts o 


sprinkling, upon 


the lower portions of two diagonally opposite corners, 
the northeast corner and the southwest corner, of the 
altar. When sprinkling, the priest would direct the blood 


on each corner in the form of the Gree 


letter gamma, T, 


an L shape, so that some blood would reach each of the 
four sides of the altar. The remaining blood would then 
be poured upon the southern base of the altar (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 5:6). 
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After the slaughterer has slaughtered the lamb and the receiver 
has received its blood in a vessel to sprinkle on the altar, the priest 
comes to the northeast corner of the altar and places the first 
sprinkling" in such a manner that the blood will reach the eastern 
and northern sides of the altar. Next, the priest comes to the south- 
west corner of the altar and places a second sprinkling in a manner 
such that the blood will reach the western and southern sides of the 
altar. With regard to the remainder of the blood, the priest would 
pour it at the southern base of the altar, at its southwest corner. 


When the priest flayed the hide of the daily offering after its slaughter, 
he would not break the animal’s leg in the typical manner of flaying 
an animal; rather, he punctures the leg from within each knee of 
the hind leg and suspends the animal by placing these holes on two 
hooks, in order to flay the animal’s hide. 


The priest began flaying from the top of the inverted animal, 
descending until he would reach the hide of the breast. Once he 
reached the breast, he severed the lamb’s head" and gave it to the 
priest who won the right to take it up to the ramp. Next he severed 
the four legs" below the knee and gave them to the priest who won 
the right to take them up to the ramp. He completed the flaying of 
the remaining hide from the breast down, and then the priest cut 
the heart and drained its blood. 


Next the priest severed the remaining upper parts of the forelegs 
and gave them to the priest who won the right to take them up to 
the ramp. Afterward he moved up to the remaining upper part of 
the right hind leg, severed it, and gave it to the priest who won 
the right to take it up to the ramp; and the animal's two testicles 
were cut along with the right leg, leaving the animal suspended by 
its left hind leg. Then the priest tore open the animal's midsection, 
resulting in the innards of the entire animal being exposed 
before him. 


HALAKHA 


Next, the priest would cut the heart and drain its blood, and 


448 


TAMID: PEREK IV: 31A: xb rtp 


Dismemberment of the daily offering — amt 239p mm: When 
the priest would dismember the daily offering or any other lamb 
burnt offering, he would not break the leg; rather, he would 
puncture the leg and suspend the animal on a hook by the 
perforation. He would then flay the animal in this position. If 
the offering was a bull, he would flay it without suspending it. 
The priest would flay the animal until he reached the breast. 
Once he reached the breast, he would sever the head and give it 
to another priest. He would then sever the lower parts of the legs 
and give them to another priest before completing the flaying. 


He severed the head...he severed the legs — ...wx77 Nx INN 
Dey IDT NX JON: Some later authorities explain that the flaying 
must be entirely completed before the various parts are cut out. 
This is derived from the order of the verse: “And he shall flay the 
burnt offering,’ followed by: “And cut it into its pieces” (Leviticus 
1:6). They add that a close reading of the verses there indicates 


NOTES 


sever the forelegs and give them to another priest. He would 
move up to the right hind leg, sever it, and give it to another 
priest, while the animal's two testicles remained attached to this 
section. The priest would then tear open the animal's midsection 
and expose its innards. He would take the fats and place them 
above the animal's head, at the place of the slaughter. Then he 
would take the innards and give them to another priest (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:5). 


that the head and hind legs are not included in the category of 
the animal's pieces, and therefore they may be severed before 
the animal is completely flayed. Some explain that the offering 
is processed in this sequence because this is the easiest way to 
flay the animal (Gra). 
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He took the fats and placed them on the place of slaughter on the 
animal’s head above it, to conceal the place where it was severed 
while the priest would take the head to the altar. Then the priest 
took the innards and gave them to the priest who won the right 
to take them up to the ramp, in order to rinse them first." And 
with regard to the stomach, in which there is a significant amount 
of waste, the priests would rinse it in the rinsing site’ located in 
the south of the courtyard, east of the Gate of the Water, and they 
rinsed it as much it required. And with regard to the innards, 
the priests would rinse them three times at a minimum," on the 
marble tables that were positioned between the pillars in the 
slaughterhouse. 


The priest then took the knife and separated the lung" from the 
liver, and the finger-like protrusion from the lower edge of the liver, 
also known as the lobe of the liver, from the liver. And he would 
not move any one of the organs from its place. He would leave the 
lung attached to the neck, the lobe attached to the haunch, and the 
liver attached to the right flank. The priest would puncture around 
the breast, separating it from the flanks and the ribs, and he gave it 
to the priest who won the right to take it up to the ramp. 


He then moved up to the right flank and would cut it and separate 

it from the animal's body. And he would continue to cut, descend- 
ing until he would reach the spinal column, and the priest would 

not touch the spinal column, leaving the spine intact and attached 

to the left flank. He would continue cutting until he reached the 

space between the two narrow ribs near the neck, leaving them in 

place. The priest cut the right flank, separating it from the body of 
the animal, and gave it to the priest who won the right to take it up 

to the ramp. And the liver was suspended from it. 


The priest then came to the cud." He left attached to it, in their 
entirety, the two narrow ribs from here, the right side, and the two 
narrow ribs from there, the left side. He cut the cud and gave it to 
the priest who won the right to take it up to the ramp; and the 
windpipe, the heart, and the lung were suspended from it. 


He came to cut the left flank of the body and left attached to it 
two narrow ribs above, near the haunch, as the animal was sus- 
pended upside down, and two narrow ribs below, near the cud. 
And he also did that with its counterpart, the right flank, resulting 
in two narrow ribs in each flank above and two narrow ribs in each 


flank below. 


HALAKHA 


Rinsing of the innards — O31 NN: The offering’s innards 
must be rinsed in water, as stated in the verse: “And the innards 
and the legs shall he wash with water” (Leviticus 1:13). It is 
inferred from here that the offering may not be rinsed with wine, 
diluted wine, or other liquids, although any type of water may 
be used. How much must the parts be rinsed? The stomach 
is rinsed as much as necessary, at the rinsing site. As for the 
innards, they are rinsed a minimum of three times, on marble 
tables that are positioned between the pillars (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:6). 


The priest took the knife and separated the lung - nx by 
TMT NX WDM pap: The priest would take the knife and 
use it to separate the lung from the liver and to separate the 
finger-like protrusion of the liver from the liver, but he would 
not remove the liver from its place. He would then puncture 
around the breast and give it to another priest. 
Then the priest would move up to the right flan 


and cut, 


descending until he reached the spinal column, but without 
touching the spinal column, until he reached the two narrow 
ribs near the neck. The priest would cut the right flank and 
give it to another priest, while the liver was still attached to it 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:7). 


The priest came to the cud - amd b xa: The priest would 
come to the cud, i.e., the neck (Kesef Mishne), and leave two 
ribs attached to it on each side. He would cut the cud and 
give it to another priest, with the windpipe, heart, and lung 
still attached to it. 

He would then come to cut the left flank and would leave 
attached to it two narrow ribs from above and two narrow 
ribs below. He would do the same with the right flank, leaving 
four narrow ribs in each flank. He would then cut the left flank 
and give it to another priest, with the spinal column and the 
spleen still attached to it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 6:8). 


BACKGROUND 
Rinsing site — provan ma: The numbered areas in the image 
below refer to the following: 
1. Rinsing site 
2. Marble tables and pillars 


East 


Location of rinsing site, marble tables, and pillars in the Temple 


NOTES 


They rinse them three times at a minimum [bemi‘utan] - 
payna Days vow JK prona: The commentaries disagree 

as to the meaning of this clause. According to some, the 

term mi’utan is the end of the clause, and therefore the 

mishna is saying that the innards are washed no fewer than 

three times (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). Others explain that 

this word is part of the ensuing statement, and that mi'utan 

means smallest. If so, the mishna is saying that the innards 

are washed three times upon the smallest of the marble 

tables in the slaughterhouse (Commentary on Jami). Finally, 
some maintain that mi‘utan is the name of a particular uten- 
sil. Accordingly, the mishna is teaching that the innards are 

rinsed in the utensil called a mi‘utan (Rosh). 
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BACKGROUND 
Tail - mre: This refers to the thick, fatty tail of the 
species of sheep commonly found in Israel and in 
neighboring regions. 


Fat-tailed sheep 


Perek IV 
Daf 31 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 
They went and placed - mupa 397: 


Priests carrying parts of the offering 


NOTES 

And they salted the limbs and the meal offering - 
panda: By Torah law, all limbs and meal offerings 
sacrificed upon the altar must be salted, in accor- 
dance with the verse: “And your every meal 
offering shall you season with salt; nor shall you 
suspend the salt of the covenant of your God from 
upon your meal offering; upon all your offerings 
you shall sacrifice salt” (Leviticus 2:13). 
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He cut the left flank and gave it to the priest who won the right 
to take it up to the ramp, and the spinal column was with it, and 
the spleen was suspended from it. And the left flank was greater, 
i.e., the larger of the two, because it included the spine, but they 
referred to the right flank as the greater one, as in addition to 
the flank itself, the liver was suspended from it. He came to the 
haunch," cut it, and gave it to the priest who won the right to take 
it up to the ramp. And the tail,’ and the finger-like protrusion of 
the liver, and the two kidneys were with it. He took the remaining 
upper part of the left hind leg, cut it, and gave it to the priest who 
won the right to take it up to the ramp. This resulted in all of the 
nine priests who won the rights to take the limbs up to the ramp 
standing in line, and the limbs were in their hands. 


_ HALAKHA 


He came to the haunch - yp b xa: The priest would come to two kidneys would be taken with it. He would then take the left 


the haunch, i.e., the tail (Kesef Mishne), cut it, and give it to another 
priest, and the tail fat, the finger-like protrusion of the liver, and the 
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hind leg and give it to another priest (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 6:9). 


The first priest stood with the head and with the right hind leg of 
the animal. Since it was more significant, the head was in his right 
hand, and its nose was turned toward the priest’s arm. Its horns 
were between his fingers, and the place ofits slaughter was above, 
and the fats were placed upon it, to conceal the bloody place of 
slaughter. The right hind leg was in his left hand, and the outer side 
of the leg, from which its hide was flayed, rather than the side on 
which the incision was made, was facing out. The second priest 
stood with the two forelegs. He held the right foreleg in his right 
hand and the left foreleg in his left hand, and the outer side of the 
leg, from which its hide was flayed, was facing out. 


The third priest stood with the haunch and the left hind leg. 
He held the haunch in his right hand, and the tail was hanging 
between his fingers, and the finger-like protrusion of the liver and 
the two kidneys were with it. He held the left hind leg in his left 
hand, and the outer side of the leg, from which its hide was flayed, 
was facing out. The fourth priest stood with the breast and with 
the cud, with the breast in his right hand and the cud in his left 
hand, and its two ribs were attached to the cud between his two 
fingers. The fifth priest stood with the two flanks; the right flank 
was in his right hand and the left flank in his left hand, and the 
outer side was facing out. The sixth priest stood with the innards, 
which were placed in a vessel, and the lower legs were placed atop 
them from above. 


The seventh priest stood with the fine flour of the meal offering 
that accompanies the daily offering. The eighth priest stood with 
the griddle-cake offering sacrificed daily by the High Priest, half 
in the morning and half in the evening. The ninth priest stood 
with the wine for the libations that accompany the daily offering. 
The nine priests went and placed’ the items they were carrying 
on the area from halfway up the ramp and below, in the lower 
portion of the ramp, on the west side of the ramp, and they salted 
the limbs and the meal offering.” And they descended and came 
to the Chamber of Hewn Stone to recite the morning Shema and 
the other texts that they would recite, as explained at the beginning 
of the next chapter. 
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G E M ARA The mishna teaches that the priests would 
bind the lamb for the daily offering. With 
regard to this procedure, the Sages taught in a baraita: The animal’s 


foreleg and hind leg are bound together, as in the binding of Isaac, 
son of Abraham." 


The mishna teaches that the priests would not tie the lamb by 
fastening all four ofits legs together. The Gemara asks: What is the 
reason for this? The Gemara answers: This is a matter of dispute 
between Rav Huna and Rav Hisda. One of these Sages said: The 
animal is not tied because this would constitute degradation of 
sacred items; and the other one said that the animal is not tied 
because that method is the one adopted in pagan worship, and 
is therefore considered to be walking in the statutes of the 
nations, and the verse states: 
(Leviticus 18:3). 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these 
opinions? The Gemara answers: There is a difference between 
them in a case where one ties the animal with silk [beshira’ei],! 
which would be considered to be treating the offering in the manner 
of the nations, but it is not degrading. Alternatively, these opinions 
differ with regard to a case where the animal is tied with a thread 
of gold. As in the case of the silk, tying the animal with gold would 
be considered to be treating the offering in the manner of the 
nations, but it is not a degradation. 


§ The mishna teaches that the innards were rinsed on marble tables 
in the slaughterhouse in the Temple. With regard to these tables, 
we learned in a mishna elsewhere (Shekalim 17b) that there were 
thirteen tables® in the Temple. Eight of them were fashioned 
from marble and were located in the slaughterhouse, north of the 
altar, where the priests would slaughter the offerings of the most 
sacred order. Upon these tables they would wash the innards of 
the offerings, as the cool marble preserved the freshness of the meat. 


There were two more tables on the western side of the ramp,’ 
south of the altar, one of marble and one of silver. On the table of 
marble the priests would place the limbs before they would bring 
them up to the altar. And on the table of silver they would place 
the ninety-three service vessels brought out from the Chamber of 
Vessels each morning for the services of that day. 


The mishna continues: And in the Entrance Hall there were two 
tables on its inside, near the opening to the Temple, one of silver 
and one of gold. On the table of silver the priests would place the 
shewbread before its entrance to the Sanctuary, after it was baked 
on Shabbat eve. And on the table of gold they would place the old 
shewbread upon its exit from the Sanctuary, to be divided among 
the priests. 


NOTES 


“You shall not walk in their statutes” 


As in the binding of Isaac son of Abraham — ja pny? NYpyD 
omx: The verse states with regard to the binding of Isaac: 
“and he bound Isaac his son, and laid him on the altar, upon 


the wood" (Genesis 22:9). This is the only occurrence of this verb, 


whose root is ayin, kuf, dalet, in the Bible. 
With regard to the purpose of the binding, the commentaries 
note that it is meant to facilitate slaughter, as when the foreleg 


and corresponding hind leg are firmly fastened together, the 


neck becomes fully extended (Rashi on Shabbat 54a). Alterna- 


tively, the animal is bound in order to prevent it from flailing 
before and during the slaughter, which is liable to cause an 


error that would invalidate the slaughter (Midrash Tanhuma, 


Bereshit Rabba). 


LANGUAGE 
Silk [shira'ei] — ew: From the Middle Persian word shérdi, 
silk. Some explain that it stems from the Greek onpikdc, 
sérikos, also meaning silk. 


BACKGROUND 

Thirteen tables - nondhw my wou: The following are 
the tables found in the Temple: (1 a ) eight marble tables in 
the slaughtering area; (2) one marble table to the west of 
the ramp of the altar; (3) one silver table to the west of the 
ramp of the altar; (4) one silver table at the doorway to 
the Entrance Hall; (5) one gold table at the doorway to the 
Entrance Hall; and (6) the gold Table in the Sanctuary. 


Location of the thirteen tables in the Temple 


Two tables on the western side of the ramp - nw 
wap bw mawas: 


Tables on the western side of the ramp 
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The shewbread was not placed on a silver table upon its exit from 
the Sanctuary, as one promotes in matters of sanctity and one 
does not demote. Since in the interim the shewbread had been 
placed on the golden Table for the shewbread inside the Sanctuary, 
upon its removal it was not placed on anything other than a golden 
table. And lastly, there was one table of gold inside the Sanctuary. 
This was the Table for the shewbread, upon which the shewbread 
always rested (see Exodus 25:23-30). 


The Gemara asks: Since there is a principle that there may be no 
poverty in a place of wealth, i.e., the Temple must always be run in 
a lavish manner, why did they fashion any tables of marble? Let 
them fashion all the tables of silver, due to the grandeur of the 
Temple, or let them fashion them all of gold. Rav Hinnana says in 
the name of Rabbi Asi, and Rabbi Asi says in the name of Rabbi 
Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak: Gold and silver tables are unfit for the 
sacrificial limbs because metal scalds. Unlike marble, metal can 
become very hot in the sun, and this might cause the sacrificial limbs 
to deteriorate. 


§ The mishna teaches that the daily offering of the morning was 
slaughtered at the northwest corner of the altar, in the first ring of 
the second row from the south, which is called the second ring, 
whereas the daily offering of the afternoon was slaughtered at the 
northeast corner of the altar, at the second ring. The Gemara asks: 
From where are these matters derived? Rav Hisda said: As the 
verse states, with regard to the daily offering: “This is the offering 
made by fire that you shall bring to the Lord: Lambs of the first year 
without blemish, two by day, for a continual burnt offering” (Num- 
bers 28:3). The phrase “two by day” indicates that the lamb must be 
slaughtered opposite the light of the day. Since Eretz Yisrael is 
north of the equator, the sun is always in the southern part of the 
sky. The first ring, then, is always in the long shadow of the altar, and 
only the second ring falls under direct sunlight. 


This is also taught in a baraita, that the phrase “two by day” teaches 
that the lamb must be slaughtered opposite the light of the day. The 
baraita asks: Do you say that this means opposite the light of the 
day, or does it only mean that two lambs must be sacrificed for the 
obligation of each day? The baraita answers that when the verse 
states: “One lamb you shall sacrifice in the morning, and the 
other lamb you shall sacrifice in the afternoon” (Numbers 28:4), 
the obligation of each day is thereby stated explicitly. How, then, 
do I realize the meaning of “two by day”? This teaches that the lamb 
must be slaughtered opposite the light of the day. 


The baraita concludes: How so, i.e., how can this principle be 

applied to both the morning and the afternoon offerings? The daily 

offering of the morning was slaughtered opposite the northwest 

corner of the altar, on the second ring, across from the sun, which 

rises in the east. And the daily offering of the afternoon was slaugh- 
tered opposite the northeast corner of the altar, on the fourth ring 

of the second row, also called the second ring, again across from 

the sun, which is located in the west in the afternoon. 


§ With regard to the position of the sun, the Gemara relates that 
Alexander of Macedon’ asked the Elders of the Negev about ten 
matters. He said to them: 


PERSONALITIES 


Alexander of Macedon - jit? DiD: Alexander of 
Macedon, known as Alexander the Great, was a ruler who 
conquered a significant portion of the world and founded the 
Greek Empire. 

Born in 356 BCE in the region of Macedon, an area north 
of Greece, Alexander studied Greek philosophy from Aristotle. 
After establishing his rule in Greece, he confronted the Persian 
Empire and succeeded in defeating it in a short period of time. 
He then established an immense empire extending from the 


Nile River in Egypt to the Ganges River in India. His impressive 
victories and wide travels gave rise to a wealth of legends about 
his life. He died in 323 BCE. 

The Talmud describes his encounter with the High Priest 
Shimon HaTzaddik, during which Alexander decided not to 
wage war against Jerusalem. Due to their appreciation for his 
kindness toward them, the Elders of Israel decided that Jewish 
boys should be named after Alexander, and Alexander remains 
a Jewish name until today. 
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Is the distance from the heavens to the earth further, or is the 
distance from east to west further? They said to him: From east to 
west is a greater distance. Know that this is so, as when the sun is 
in the east, everyone looks at it without hurting their eyes, and 
when the sun is in the west, everyone looks at it without hurting 
their eyes. By contrast, when the sun is in the middle of the sky, no 
one looks at it, as it would hurt their eyes. This shows that the sun’s 
place in the middle of the sky is not as far from the earth as its 
remote positions in the extreme east and west. 


But the Sages say: This distance and that distance are equal, as it 
is stated: “For as the heaven is high above the earth, so great is 
His kindness toward them that fear Him. As far as the east is from 
the west, so far has He removed our transgressions from us” (Psalms 
103:11-12). The verses compare the extent of God’s kindness and His 
removal of transgressions to vast expanses. And if one of the dis- 
tances is greater than the other, let the verse write that both of 
God’s enumerated attributes are like the measure that is greater. 
But if so, with regard to the sun in the middle of the sky, what is 
the reason that no one looks at it? It is because it stands exposed 
and nothing covers it," whereas it is partially screened when it is in 
the east or the west. 


Alexander continued to ask questions of the Elders of the Negev. 
He said to them: Were the heavens created first or was the earth 

created first? They said: The heavens were created first, as it is 

stated: “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth” 
(Genesis 1:1). 


He said to them: Was the light created first, or was the darkness 
created first? They said to him: This matter has no solution, as the 
verses do not indicate an answer. The Gemara asks: But let them 
say to him that the darkness was created first, as it is written: 
“Now the earth was unformed and void, and darkness was upon 
the face of the deep” (Genesis 1:2), and only then does it state: “And 
God said: Let there be light. And there was light” (Genesis 1:3). 
Why did they not say that the darkness was created first? 


The Gemara answers that the Elders maintained: We must not 
answer this question, lest he come to ask questions about Creation 
that may not be discussed, i.e., what is above the firmament and 
what is below the earth, what was before Creation, and what will 
be after the end of the world (see Hagiga ub). 


The Gemara asks: If so, if the Elders were concerned about such 
proscribed questions, then with regard to the creation of heaven as 
well, they should not have said anything to him. Why did they 
answer the question about heaven, but not the one about darkness? 
The Gemara answers that initially they assumed: It is merely inci- 
dental that he is asking about the creation of the universe, and 
therefore there is no need for caution. But once they saw that he 
again asked about the same general matter, they maintained: Let 
us not tell him an answer, lest he come to ask: What is above the 
firmament and what is below the earth, what was before Creation, 
and what will be after the end of the world? 


Alexander said to the Elders: Who is truly worthy of being called 
wise? They said to him, citing a tradition (see Avot 2:9): Who is 
the wise person? The one who sees and anticipates the conse- 
quences of his behavior. He said to them: Who is truly worthy of 
being called mighty? They said to him, again citing a tradition (see 
Avot 4:1): Who is the mighty person? The one who masters his 
desire. He said to them: Who is worthy of being called wealthy? 
They said to him: Who is the wealthy person? The one who is 
pleased with his own portion (see Avot 4:1). 


NOTES 


Because it stands exposed and nothing covers it — 
vpn > pp xdy eet xp Dw: Some commentaries 
explain that when the sun is in the middle of the sky, 
one is directly exposed to it, with nothing to shade him 
from its rays. By contrast, when the sun is in the east 
or in the west, its light is screened by the mountains 
and hills (Rosh). Others state that the curvature of the 
earth protects the eye when the sun is in the east or 
in the west. Due to the earth's shape, the sun's rays are 
largely shielded when they emanate from the edge of 
the horizon (Ra’avad). 
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NOTES 


A man must kill himself...a man must keep 
himself alive — tayy ny 7M)... iaxy nna: Some 
commentaries explain that the Elders were speak- 
ing about character refinement. If one wants to 
ive, he should sustain himself by eliminating all 
races of arrogance and acting with modesty and 
humility. As a result, others will show him kindness 
and love, and he will have a chance of living a long 
ife. By contrast, if one wants to die, he should raise 
and promote his own life above those of others. 
He will thereby invoke their jealousy and hostil- 
ity, and they will look upon him with a jaundiced, 
begrudging eye and bring about his death (Com- 
mentary on Tamid). 

Others contend that the Elders’ response refers 
o Torah study. If someone wants to live, he should 
ill himself in the tent of the Torah, i.e., lower his 
stature for the sake of Torah and minimize his 
worldly pleasures. If he wishes to die, he should 
seek to lord over people (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). Alternatively, in order to live, one should 
ill himself by laborious exertion, whereby he 
can earn a living, rather than disdaining available 
employment (Rosh). 


He must hate the king and the authorities — 2D» 
oun wba: Some say this means one should avoid 
positions of authority (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola; Rosh). Alternatively, one should keep 
away from those individuals who command 
authority, so as not to become entangled with 
them and as a result subject to their false allega- 
tions and accusations (Rosh). 
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He said to them: What must a man do and thereby ensure that he 
will live? They said to him: Such a man must figuratively kill him- 
self, by living moderately. Alexander further inquired: What must 
a man do and ensure that he will die? They said to him: Such a 
man must keep himself alive," i.e., lead an extravagant and indul- 
gent life. He said to them: What must a man do and ensure that 
he will be accepted by people? They said to Alexander: He must 
hate the king and the authorities’ and avoid becoming too close 
to those in power. Alexander rejected their answer and said to them: 
My advice for gaining people's favor is better than yours. One who 
wants to be accepted must love the king and the authorities, but 
he must use his connections to perform beneficial acts for people. 


He said to them: Is it better for a person to live at sea, or is it better 
to live on dry land? They said to him: It is better to live on dry 
land, as all seafarers, their minds are constantly unsettled until 
they reach the dry land. 


He said to them: Who among you is wiser than the others? They 
said to him: We are all equal in wisdom, as every matter that you 
say to us, we solve for you unanimously. He said to them: What 
is the substance of this stance, by which you, the Jewish people, 
oppose me? Since you are my subjects, and my people constitute 
the majority, you should concede that our lifestyle is superior. They 
said to him: Your dominance is inconsequential, as sometimes even 
the Satan is victorious, by convincing people to act in a manner 
that is clearly incorrect. 


He said to them: Consequently, due to your insolence, I am exe- 
cuting you by the edict of kings. They said to him: Certainly, the 
authority is in the hand of the king to execute as you wish; but 
falsehood is unbecoming for the king, and you have pledged not 
to harm us. Immediately, Alexander dressed them in garments of 
purple and placed golden chains [menaykha]' upon their necks. 


When Alexander was preparing to part from the Elders of the Negev, 
he said to them: I want to go to wage war against the country 
of Africa [Afriki];! what do you recommend? They said to him: 
You will be unable to go there, as the Mountains of Darkness 
block the passes. He said to them: It is not possible for me not to 
go; and it is due to this reason that I ask you to advise me. Rather 
than refraining from my campaign, what might I do to cross the 
Mountains of Darkness? 


They said to him: Bring Libyan donkeys that walk even in the 
darkness [behavra],' and these animals will guide you through 
those passes. And bring coils of rope, and tie one end of rope on 
this near side of the mountains, as you are about to enter there, so 
that when you come to return by the same path, you may take hold 
of the ropes left from your initial march, and, following them, you 
will come back to your place. 


Alexander did this and went on his campaign. He came to a certain 
town whose entire population was women, and he wanted to 
wage battle against them. The women said to him: It is not in your 
interest to fight us. If you kill us, people will say: Alexander kills 
women; and if we kill you, people will say: Alexander is the king 
whom women killed in battle. Instead of fighting them, Alexander 
said to them: Bring me bread. They brought him bread of gold, 
upon a table of gold. 


Chains [menaykha] - 


Africa [Afriki] — 179%: This is apparently referring to a location on 
the African continent, which was known in that time as Agptkn, or 


ssa: From the Greek paviáxns, maniakés, 
meaning a chain adorning the hand or the neck. The Targum uses 
this word as the translation of a chain (see Genesis 41:42). 


LANGUAGE 


Afriki. Perhaps the Gemara is speaking of a region south of Egypt, in 
the area of the equator, where there are particularly tall mountains. 


Darkness [havra] — 1271: Apparently of Aramaic-Syriac origin, the 
term is related to the word habara, or abara, meaning darkness, 
pitch blackness. 
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Alexander said to the women: Do people eat bread of gold? They 
said to him: But if all you wanted was actual bread, didn’t you have 
bread to eat in your own place? It was not for bread that you took 
up a campaign and toiled and came here. You must have come to 
increase your wealth. When Alexander left and came back to his 
land, he wrote upon the gate of the town: I, Alexander of Mace- 
don, was a fool until I came to the country of Africa of women, 
and I learned sense from women. 


§ With regard to Alexander, the Gemara relates: When he took 
himself and went on his way, he sat at a certain spring and was 
eating bread. He had salted fish [ guldenei]' in his hands, and 
while he cleansed them of their excessive salt, a particularly pleas- 
ant fragrance fell upon them. Alexander said to himself: I may 
conclude from this event that this spring comes from the Garden 
of Eden. 


There are those who say: He took from those waters and washed 
his face. And there are those who say: He ascended along the 
length of the entire spring until he reached the entrance of the 
Garden of Eden. He raised a loud voice, calling out: Open the gate 
for me! The sentry of the Garden of Eden said to him: “This is the 
gate of the Lord; the righteous shall enter into it” (Psalms 118:20). 
Since you are not righteous, you may not enter. He said to them: I 
too am worthy, as I am a king; I am very important. IfI will not be 
admitted, at least give me something from inside. They gave him 
one eyeball. He brought it and he weighed all the gold and silver 
that he had against the eyeball, and yet the riches did not balance 
against the eyeball’s greater weight. 


He said to the Sages: What is this? Why does this eyeball outweigh 
everything? They said: It is the eyeball of a mortal person of flesh 
and blood, which is not satisfied ever. He said to them: From 
where do you know that this is the reason for the unbalanced scale? 
The Sages answered him: Take a small amount of dirt and cover 
the eye. He did so, and it was immediately balanced by its proper 
counterweight. The eye is never satisfied while it can see, as it is 
written: “The netherworld and destruction are never satiated; so 
the eyes of man are never satiated” (Proverbs 27:20). 


The Gemara cites a statement related to its earlier account of Alex- 
ander’s journey. The school of Eliyahu taught: Gehenna is above 
the heavens, and some say that it is beyond the Mountains of 
Darkness. 


The chapter, as well as the talmudic portion of the tractate, con- 
cludes with words of praise for those who study Torah. Rabbi Hiyya 
taught: With regard to anyone who occupies himself with Torah 
at night, the Divine Presence is across from him, as it is stated: 
“Arise, cry out in the night, at the beginning of the watches; pour 
out your heart like water before the face of the Lord, lift up your 
hands toward Him” (Lamentations 2:19). Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya 
said: Torah scholars increase peace in the world, as it is stated: 

“And all your children [banayikh] shall be taught of the Lord, and 
great shall be the peace of your children” (Isaiah 54:13). This can 
be read as bonayikh, your builders, i.e., scholars build and increase 
peace for the entire world. 
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LANGUAGE 

Fish [guldenei] - ats: Some suggest that this 
is from the Greek term yeAtdwv, khelidon, which, 
among other definitions, refers to a kind of a flying 
fish. The Sages apparently use this word in refer- 
ence to various kinds of fish, both large and small. 
Accordingly, in some instances the Sages add the 
term: Among the reeds (Berakhot 44b), as some of 
the fish known by this name are not found among 
the reeds. 
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MI SHN A S è 1 After the priests completed laying the 

e-+ parts of the daily offering on the ramp, 
they went to the Chamber of Hewn Stone to recite Shema. The 
appointed priest who oversaw the lotteries in the Temple said to the 
priests: Recite a single blessing" of the blessings that accompany 
Shema. And the members of the priestly watch recited a blessing," 
and then they recited the Ten Commandments, Shema (see Deu- 
teronomy 6:4-9), VeHaya im Shamoa (see Deuteronomy 11:13-21), 
and VaYomer (see Numbers 15:37-41), the standard formula of Shema. 


Additionally, they blessed with the people three blessings.’ These 
blessings were: True and Firm, the blessing of redemption recited 
after Shema; and the blessing of the Temple service, which is also a 
blessing recited in the Amida prayer; and the Priestly Benediction,“ 
recited in the form of a prayer, without the lifting of hands that usually 
accompanies that blessing (Tosafot). And on Shabbat, when the 
new priestly watch would begin its service, the priests would add 
one blessing recited by the outgoing priestly watch, that love, fra- 
ternity, peace, and friendship should exist among the priests of the 
incoming watch. 


NOTES 


Recite a single blessing — NNN M374 1393: This identity of this 
blessing is explained by the Gemara elsewhere (Berakhot 11b). 
Initially, the Sages did not know which specific blessing it was, 
until Shmuel, on the basis of a tradition, identified the blessing as: 
An abounding love [ahava rabba]. The priests would not recite the 
blessing of: Who creates light [yotzer or], at that time, because the 
proper time for reciting this blessing, together with the full formal 
recitation of Shema, is not until sunrise. Since one may recite the 
blessings accompanying Shema out of order, the priests would 
recite the blessing of: Who creates light, at a later stage. 

Despite this, one opinion holds that the single blessing is 
actually the blessing of: Who creates light. 


They blessed with the people three blessings — ova ny 1372 
nina why: Some explain that this means that they blessed with 
the people (Josefot Yom Tov). Others claim that it cannot mean 
that the priests literally recited these blessings together with the 
people, as regular people do not fulfill their obligation to recite 
Shema with its blessings at such an early hour. Rather, this state- 
ment simply means that the priests recited the blessings in the 


same manner that the general population recites the blessings at 
the proper time (Tiferet Yisrael). 


And the Priestly Benediction — O° n3793: The early commen- 
taries discuss the meaning of the phrase: The Priestly Benediction, 
in this context. According to some, this is referring to the simple 
recitation of the verses of the Priestly Benediction: “May the Lord 
bless you and keep you. May the Lord make His face to shine upon 
you, and be gracious to you. May the Lord lift up His countenance 
upon you and give you peace” (Numbers 6:24-26). The priests 
would not raise their hands and recite this blessing formally until 
after the daily offering and the incense offering had been sacri- 
ficed (Tosafot on Berakhot nb). 

Others explain that the mishna is referring to the final blessing 
from the Amida prayer, which starts with the phrase: Grant peace 
(Rambam; Meiri), as this blessing, whose recitation by the prayer 
leader immediately follows the verses of the Priestly Benediction, 
is also called the blessing of the Priestly Benediction (Tosefot 
Yom Tov). 


Perek V 


HALAKHA 


And the members of the priestly watch recited a 
blessing — 1272 O71: After the priests would raise the 
parts of the daily offering onto the ramp, all the priests 
of the priestly watch would enter the Chamber of Hewn 
Stone. There, the appointed priest would say to them: 
Bless one blessing, and the priests would begin to recite 
the blessing: An abounding love, followed by the Ten 
Commandments; Shema; VeHaya im Shamoa; VaYomer, 
the blessing: True and Firm; avoda, a blessing concern- 
ing God's acceptance of the sacrifices with favor; and 
finally, the blessing: Grant peace (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:4). 


BACKGROUND 
Priestly Benediction — p13 n373: 


Priests reciting the Priestly Benediction 
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LANGUAGE 

Attendants [hazanim] - mam: The primary meaning 
of this word is attendants, those who stand in wait- 
ing and attend to the maintenance and order of a 
given place. Much like the hazanim in the Temple, the 
hazanim in synagogues were charged with overseeing 
and maintaining all the requirements of the place and 
the prayer services. Similar roles were served by the 
hazanim in large study halls and religious courts. In 
some synagogues the hazanim would teach the chil- 
dren and supervise their independent learning. Often, 
the hazanim would also lead the prayers. Consequently, 
over time the term hazan came to mean the leader of 
public prayer. 

Some explain that hazan is from the root het, zayin, 
heh, meaning see. In other words, a hazan is one whose 
role it is to oversee and supervise the conditions of his 
particular jurisdiction. 


HALAKHA 


The appointed priest said to them, those priests 
who are new to the incense — mpd DT ond ny: 
Before conducting the third lottery each morning, the 
appointed priest would say to the priests from that day's 
patrilineal priestly watch: Whoever has never burned 
he incense offering is invited to participate in the 
ottery. All priests present who had never burned the 
incense would gather around the appointed priest and 
participate in the lottery. Whichever priest emerged 
first in the lottery won the right to burn the incense 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:7). 


Come and participate in the lottery to determine who 
takes the limbs, etc. — ^3) Ox Toy 12 DDT NA: 
All priests participating in the patrilineal priestly watch 
may participate in the fourth lottery, to determine who 
will bring up the sacrificial parts from the ramp onto the 
altar. Those who win this lottery are assigned to carry 
the parts. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of the first tanna, who, unlike Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, 
maintains that those priests who place the parts upon 
the ramp are not assigned to continue to carry the parts 
onto the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 4:8). 


Handed over these priests to the care of the atten- 
dants - ony xp: After the selected priests went 
off to perform their respective services, the remaining 
priests were handed over to the care of the attendants. 
The attendants would divest these priests of their 
priestly vestments, leaving them in their trousers alone, 
until they were dressed in their non-sacred garments. 
Afterward, they would remove their sacred trousers. 
When this was completed, the attendants would 
return the garments to the compartments in which 
they were stored (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 4:2). 


And there were compartments there and on each of 
them was written the use of the garment — nizom 
Dhan wawa omy ana) ow wa: There were ninety- 
six compartments in the Temple, four for each priestly 
watch, where the sacred priestly vestments were stored. 
The name of each watch was written on its compart- 
ments, and each compartment would be sealed when 
not in use. When the members of a priestly watch would 
arrive to perform their service on Shabbat, they would 
open their compartments, and these would remain 
open for use throughout the week of their watch. Upon 
the conclusion of the service of that watch, the priests 
would return the vestments and seal the compartments 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:8). 
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MI S HNA S é 9) The appointed priest said to them: 

° = Let only those priests who are new 
to burning the incense™ come and participate in the lottery for 
the incense. Whoever won that lottery won the privilege to burn 
the incense. The appointed priest said to them: Those new priests, 
i.e. those who had never performed the service, together with those 
old priests, i.e., those who had already performed it, may come and 
participate in the lottery to determine who takes the limbs" from 
the bottom half of the ramp, where they had been placed earlier, up 
to the altar. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says:" The priest who takes 
the limbs up to the ramp is the one who takes them up from the 


ramp and places them upon the altar. 
The priests who did not win a lot- 


MISHNA S :3 tery were still dressed in the 


priestly vestments that they were required to don when entering 
the lottery, so that if they won they would be prepared for immedi- 
ate service. The appointed priest handed over these priests to the 
care of the attendants [lahazanim].'" The attendants would 
undress these priests and remove their garments," and they would 
leave only their trousers on them. After the priests donned their 
non-sacred garments, they would remove the priestly trousers and 
don their non-sacred trousers. And there were four storage com- 
partments there in the Temple for the storage of priestly vestments 
for each priestly watch, and on each of them was written the use 


of the garment" stored there: Trousers, tunic, belt, and mitre. 


New to burning the incense - mvp) pwn: The Sages preferred 
that a priest not repeat this rite because it was said to bring wealth 
to the one performing it. This is derived from verses, as it is written: 
“They shall put incense before You and whole burnt offerings 
on Your altar” (Deuteronomy 33:10), and it is stated immediately 
afterward: “Bless, O Lord, his substance” (Deuteronomy 33:11; see 
Yoma 26a). Consequently, they would let as many different priests 
as possible perform the rite of the incense. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov says, etc. — Waix APY ja awh 27 
^3): The Gemara explains the dispute between the Rabbis and 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov as follows: The Rabbis prefer to include 
as many priests in the rites as possible, in accordance with the 
verse: “In the multitude of people is the king's glory” (Proverbs 
14:28). Consequently, some priests were charged with carrying 
the parts onto the ramp, while others carried the parts from the 
ramp onto the surface of the altar, for sacrifice. Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov, by contrast, maintains that dividing this labor is improper; 
if there are two sets of priests for these tasks, it might appear as 
though the first set does not want to go to the trouble of carrying 
the limbs up to the altar (Yoma 26a). 


Would undress these priests and remove their garments — 13 
appa Mx onix pwan: The meaning of this clause, as well the 
factual question of what the priests would wear during the lottery, 
is subject to a dispute among amora’im (Yoma 24b-25a). 

Rav Nahman held that if the priests were to conduct the lottery 


NOTES 


already dressed in the priestly vestments, there would be a con- 
cern that strong-armed priests might ignore the results of the 
ottery and perform the rites by force. To avoid such a scenario, all 
he priests would be clothed in their own non-sacred garments 
during the lottery. After the lottery, the priests who won the lot- 
eries would be handed over to the attendants to be dressed in 
he priestly vestments. Since the sacred trousers must be donned 
first, as it is stated: “And he shall have linen trousers upon his flesh” 
(Leviticus 16:4), the priests would first remove their non-sacred 
rousers and dress in the priestly trousers. Only then would the 
attendants remove the other garments and replace them with 
he tunic, belt, and mitre. 

Rav Sheshet held that the Sages were concerned that the 
priests who won the lotteries might enthusiastically and hastily 
run to perform their appointed rites without pausing to change 
heir garments, which would disqualify the service. Therefore, 
all the priests would stand for the lottery already wearing their 
priestly vestments. Consequently, after the lottery, those priests 
who had not been selected to perform rites would be handed 
over to the attendants for the removal of their sacred garments. 


The attendants would first remove all the priestly vestments 


except for the trousers, so that the priests would not be left 
unclothed, before dressing them again in their non-sacred gar- 
ments. Finally, they would replace the sacred trousers with their 
non-sacred trousers. This opinion is accepted by the Rambam and 
Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura. 
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The priest who won the lottery to burn the incense would take 
the spoon, etc. — 1319377 N% bon mI Mpa MDW m: The priest 
who won the lottery to burn thei incense would take a vessel filled 
to overflow with incense. This small vessel, which had a cover, was 


MISHNA 5:4 


spoon" used for carrying the incense. And the spoon was similar 
to a large gold vessel that held three kav, and the smaller vessel’ 
was placed inside the spoon. 


HALAKHA 


The priest who won the lottery to 
burn the incense would take the 


called a bazekh, and the bazekh would be placed inside a spoon. 
The priest would cover the spoon with a cloth and hold the spoon 
in his hand to carry it into the Sanctuary (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:4). 
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The vessel was filled to overflow with incense. And it had a cover" 
to prevent spillage of the incense, and there was a type of cloth 
placed upon it" from above, to preserve the fragrance of the incense. 
MI SHNA e œ The priest who won the right to 

S : S bring the coal pan™ with the coals 


from the outer altar to the incense altar in the Sanctuary took the 
silver coal pan, ascended to the top of the outer altar, and cleared 
the extinguished coals from the perimeter of the flame to here and 
to there. Then he shoveled four kav from the consumed inner coals, 
which were burned in the depths of the flame, into the coal pan. He 
descended from the altar and emptied the coals into the coal pan 
made of gold. Approximately one kav of coals from it was spilled 
and scattered" on the courtyard floor, as the capacity of the gold 
pan was only three kav. And a priest would sweep the scattered 
coals into the Temple courtyard drain that passed through the 
courtyard to drain the waste outside the Temple. 


NOTES 


Andit had a cover - ih me»): The commentaries discuss what 
is referred to here as having a cover. According to some, this is 
referring to the smaller vessel, which had a cover (Rambam; Rabbi 
Ovadya Bartenura). Others question this interpretation, as the 
mishna below (7:2) indicates that the cover was for the spoon, as 
it states: The spoon and its cover. One answer is that the mishna 
there means the spoon and the cover of the smaller vessel. Alter- 
natively, the reference is to the spoon (Tosefot Yom Tov). 


And there was a type of cloth [metutelet] placed upon it - 31 
voy mI nbvwn: : The commentaries disagree as to the nature and 
purpose of this metutelet. Some claim that it was a kind of ring 
placed above the cover that served as a carrying handle for mov- 
ing [titul] and removing the cover from upon the smaller vessel 
(Rosh; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura, citing his teachers). 


The priest who won the right to bring the coal pan - m3tw 12 
nmaa: The priest who won the right to bring the coal pan to the 
incense altar would take the silver coal pan and ascend to the 
top of the altar to clear the coals to the sides. Next, he would take 
some consumed coals that were burned in the second arrange- 
ment. Then he would descend from the altar and empty the coals 
into the coal pan made of gold (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 3:5). 


HALAKHA 


Alternatively, it was a cloth [matlit], placed over the cover 
for decorative purposes (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura, citing Arukh). 
Another suggestion is that the cloth was placed upon the spoon, 
and it was meant to contain the fragrance of the incense spices 
(Rosh). 

Some say that the tannais describing a golden cover fashioned 
to resemble a cloth patch, a piece of material without a lip. This 
cover was meant to allude to the tradition that the incense offer- 
ing brings wealth to the poor, as the poor go about the streets 
in tatters and patched clothing, and the incense raises them up. 
Accordingly, this golden item would be placed as a symbol atop 
the incense offering (Ra‘avad). 


Approximately one kav of coals from it was spilled and scat- 
tered- Doma 373302 WM: If one kav or less of the coals became 

scattered while the priest was pouring them into the gold spoon, 

he would sweep them into the drainage canal. On Shabbat, he 

would cover them instead with a pesakhter. If more than one kav 
becomes scattered, he again goes to the altar to refill the silver 
coal pan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:5). 


BACKGROUND 
Spoon and smaller vessel [bazekh] - 3193: 


lier weasel 


Utensils for incense offering 


BACKGROUND 
Coal pan - naya: 


Silver coal pan 
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BACKGROUND 
Pesakhter — n309: 


Pesakhter 


Throwing of the shovel - nawan ny: Circled in the 
image, one of the priests is holding the shovel, shaped 
like a sort of cymbal, in preparation for throwing it. 


Priestly activity in the Temple 
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And on Shabbat, when it is prohibited to extinguish fire, the priest 
would not sweep the coals into the canal; rather, he would overturn 
a pesakhter* upon them. And the pesakhter was a large vessel that 
held a half-kor. And since the pesakhter was a very heavy vessel, 
there were two chains on it, to facilitate its standard use, removal 
of ashes from the altar: One chain with which a priest would pull 
the vessel filled with ashes down the ramp, and one chain that 
another priest would grasp from above, so that the vessel would 
not roll down the ramp and the ashes would not spill. 


And the pesakhter would serve three purposes: The priests would 
overturn it upon the coals that scattered in the Temple during the 
transfer from the silver to the gold coal pan on Shabbat, and they 
would overturn it upon the carcass of a creeping animal found in 
the Temple on Shabbat, and they would take the ashes down from 


atop the altar in it. 
MISHNA S i The priest with the spoonful of 
B incense and the priest with the 
gold coal pan filled with coals reached the place between the 
Entrance Hall to the Sanctuary and the outer altar," on their way 
to the Sanctuary. One of them took the shovel and threw it? 
between the Entrance Hall and the outer altar. No person could 
hear the voice of another speaking to him in Jerusalem, due to the 
sound generated by the shovel. 


And that sound would serve three purposes: Any priest who 

hears its sound knows that his brethren the priests are entering 
to prostrate themselves in the Sanctuary at that time, and he would 

run and come to prostrate himself with them. And any Levite who 

hears its sound knows that his brethren the Levites are entering 

the courtyard to stand on their platform to recite the psalm accom- 
panying the libation, and he would run and come to sing with them. 
And the head of the non-priestly watch," which stands in the court- 
yard as the agents of the Jewish people, would position the ritually 
impure priests and singers at the eastern gate" of the courtyard, to 

make it clear that those priests were not performing the Temple 

service due to their ritual impurity. 


HALAKHA 


And the pesakhter would serve three purposes - 0°37 why and the altar. The shovel would make a loud sound when it was 


Dwawn m7: The pesakhter serves three functions in the Temple: 
It is overturned upon the coals that scatter when the priest trans- 
fers coals from the silver coal pan to the gold coal pan on Shabbat, 
it is overturned upon the carcass of a creeping animal found on 
Shabbat, and it is used to remove the ashes from upon the altar 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:6). 


They reached the place between the Entrance Hall and the 
altar, etc. -^9 nanan basa pa an: When the priests reached 
the space between the Entrance Hall and the altar, one of them 
would take the shovel and throw it between the Entrance Hall 


The head of the watch - mayan wx: According to some early 
commentaries, the mishna is referring to the head of the non- 
priestly watch (Rambam). Other commentaries maintain that this 
is the head of the patrilineal priestly watch serving in the Temple 
on that day (Rosh). Yet others suggest that this person is someone 
specifically appointed to perform this task (Rashi). 


The ritually impure at the eastern gate - WWI PRIVI NY 
mwan: The reason for this convention is the subj ect ofa dispute 
among amora'im. According to one opinion, the priests were 
positioned at the courtyard gate in order to shame them for hav- 
ing been negligent with regard to ritual impurity, which prevented 
them from performing the Temple service. Others claim that the 


NOTES 


hrown, and that sound served three purposes. First, it informed 
he priests of the priestly watch that their brethren were entering 
o prostrate themselves in the Sanctuary, and they would hasten 
o join them. Second, it informed the Levites that their brethren 
were entering the courtyard to recite the psalm, and they would 
hasten to join them. Third, when the head of the non-priestly 
watch heard the sound, he stood those people who were ritually 
impure at the eastern gate, so that others would know that they 
had not yet brought their atonement offerings (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:5). 


impure priests are presented in this manner so that it would be 
clear that they are not performing the Temple service only due to 
their impurity. Consequently, no one will suspect that these priests 
refrained from reporting to the Temple because they were busy 
attending to personal matters (Pesahim 82a). 

Some commentaries contend that the mishna is referring not 
to priests, but to lepers, who are stood in the Temple so that the 
blood of the guilt offering can be placed upon them as part of 
their purification process (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 
Alternatively, it is in order that everyone know that these indi- 
viduals remained outside the Temple because they have not yet 
brought their required offerings (Ra‘avad). 
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MI SHNA 6 “1 The priest with the panful of 
°| incense and the priest with the 
gold coal pan filled with coals began ascending the twelve stairs 
of the Entrance Hall. The priests who won the rights of the 
removal of ash from the inner altar and the removal of ash from 
the Candelabrum would precede them, to remove the vessels that 
remained in the Sanctuary. The priest who won the right of the 
removal of ash from the inner altar" entered the Sanctuary and 
took the basket that he had left there after removing the ashes from 
the altar. And when he completed his tasks, he prostrated himself 
with his hands and feet spread and emerged from the Sanctuary. 


The priest who won the right of the removal of ash from the Can- 
delabrum" entered the Sanctuary, and if he found the two western 

lamps," i.e., the easternmost and the one immediately to its west, of 
the Candelabrum burning, he would remove the ash from the 

easternmost lamp and prepare it anew. But he would leave burning 
the lamp immediately west of the easternmost lamp, as from that 
lamp he would kindle the lamps of the Candelabrum in the after- 
noon. If he found that the lamp west of the easternmost lamp was 

extinguished, he would remove the ashes and kindle it from the 

fire on the altar of the burnt offering. He then took the jug 
in which he had placed the ashes and wicks of the Candelabrum 

from the second stair of the stone before the Candelabrum and 

prostrated himself and emerged from the Sanctuary. 

The priest who won the right to 


MISHNA 6 : 2 bring the coal pan filled with 


coals to the inner altar for the burning of the incense first piled the 
coals on the inner altar and then flattened them, distributing them 
evenly on the altar with the bottom of the coal pan. And when he 
finished distributing the coals, he prostrated himself and emerged 
from the Sanctuary. 


NOTES 


Two western lamps - o%21Y7 Nina: Many versions of the Gemara 
have eastern instead of western. Accordingly, this mishna follows 
the opinion that the Candelabrum was positioned with the lamps 
running from east to west rather than north to south (see Menahot 
98b). According to most opinions, the western lamp, which was: 
“Before the Lord eternally” (Leviticus 24:3, see Sifrei), was the second 
lamp on the east-west axis. Some early commentaries claim that 
this mishna reflects a different opinion than that which appears 


on 30b. There, both the easternmost lamp and the one next to it 
were lit in the morning if they had gone out, while in this mishna, 
only the western lamp is lit (Ramban on Shabbat 22b). Others 
contend that there is no contradiction and that this mishna refers 
to the priests setting up the lamps in the afternoon, when all the 
lamps are lit from the western lamp, which is kept burning always 
(Rashba, Responsa 309). 


Perek VI 


HALAKHA 


The priest who won the right of the removal of ash 
from the inner altar, etc. — 12257 Nata puta naw 
^3): The priest assigned to remove the ashes from 
the altar would take the basket containing the ashes 
from the altar, and then prostrate himself and leave 
the Sanctuary (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 3:7). 


The priest who won the right of the removal of 
ash from the Candelabrum, etc. — W13 ADW 12 
^d ayaa: The priest assigned to remove the ashes 
from the Candelabrum would enter the Sanctuary, 
holding a golden jug that resembled a large flask. He 
would clear the extinguished wicks and the oil left in 
the lamps into this vessel. He would then leave the 
vessel on the stone before the Candelabrum, upon the 
second of the three stairs, and then exit the Sanctuary. 
Later, he would reenter the Sanctuary and prepare the 
remaining two lamps. When this was completed, he 
would take the jug in his hand, and prostrate himself 
and leave the Sanctuary (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 3:17). 
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HALAKHA 


The priest who won the right to burn the incense, 
etc. — 131 npa Maw Pn: The priest who won the 
right to burn the incense, and who was holding the 
spoon, would take the smaller vessel from within 
he spoon and hand it to his friend or relative. If some 
of the incense was scattered into the spoon, the friend 
or relative would place the scattered incense into the 
primary priest's hands, along with the incense in the 
smaller vessel. Then, the priest, i.e., the friend or relative 
of the priest who won the right to burn the incense, 
would prostrate himself and exit the Sanctuary (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:7). 


And they teach the priest burning the incense, etc. - 
“DV InIKx abn: Before the priest begins to burn the 
incense, he is instructed: Be careful not to start burning 
the incense directly in front of you, so that you will 
not be burned (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 3:8). 


The priest burning the incense would not burn it 
until the appointed priest would say to him, burn -— 
Wp b Vaix maw TW pop VOPAT mT xb: The 

priest burning the incense would not burn it until the 

appointed priest said to him: Burn the incense. If the 

High Priest was burning the incense, the appointed 

priest would say to him: My master, the High Priest, 
burn the incense. After the priest was instructed to 

burn the incense, everyone in attendance would exit 

the Sanctuary, and the priest would burn the incense. 
He would then prostrate himself and exit the Sanctuary 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:9, and 

see Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 4:2). 
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MISHNA 6 A 3 The priest who won the right to 

° D burm the incense" would take the 
smaller vessel containing the incense from within the spoon, and 
would give it to a priest who is his friend or his relative, whom he 
designated to assist him, and enter the Sanctuary with him. If the 
incense was scattered from the smaller vessel into the spoon, the 
priest accompanying him would give the incense to the priest burn- 
ing the incense in his handfuls. And the experienced priests would 
teach the priest burning the incense: Be careful, because if you are 
not careful you might begin scattering the incense on the side of 
the altar that is before you; rather, start scattering on the far side of 
the altar, so that you will not be burned by the burning incense 
when you are scattering it. 


‘The priest began flattening it, distributing the incense evenly on the 
coals on the altar, and when the Sanctuary would become filled with 
the smoke of the incense, he would emerge from the Sanctuary. The 
priest burning the incense would not burn it until the appointed 
priest would say to him: Burn" the incense. And if it was the High 
Priest who was burning the incense, the appointed priest would say 
to him deferentially: My master, the High Priest, burn the incense. 


It is derived from the verse: “And there shall be no man in the Tent 
of Meeting when he goes in to make atonement in the Sanctuary, 
until he comes out” (Leviticus 16:17), that no one may be standing 
between the Entrance Hall and the outer altar when the priest burns 
the incense. Therefore, the people, i.e., the priests, left that area. 
And the priest burned the incense on the inner altar and prostrated 
himself and emerged from the Sanctuary. 


Incense — nyivp: The incense, a mixture of eleven ingredients in 
fixed proportions, was burned each morning and evening on the 
golden altar inside the Sanctuary. The incense was prepared in 
accordance with a specific and secret recipe. While there are many 
opinions among the commentaries and among modern research- 
ers with regard to the identification of some of the components of 
the incense, for other ingredients there is almost no disagreement. 
One of these, /evona, frankincense, was also used with most of the 
meal offerings and is identified as the resin derived from Boswellia 
sacra trees. As with all other offerings, some salt was added to the 
incense. A special herb was also included that would cause the 
smoke of the incense to rise in a vertical column. It is prohibited to 
prepare incense according to the Temple formula for use outside 
the Temple, and one who does so is liable to receive excision from 


the World-to-Come [karet]. 


Frankincense 


BACKGROUND 


Resin of Boswellia sacra 
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MI S HN A ři š 1 After the priests concluded sacrific- 

°* ing the daily morning offering, they 
would enter the Sanctuary to prostrate themselves. On occasions 
when the High Priest would enter the Sanctuary to prostrate 
himself,” he would enter before the other priests. When the High 
Priest enters the Sanctuary, three priests hold him" to assist him 
and support him, in order to distinguish the service of the High 
Priest from that of the other priests entering the Sanctuary. One 
priest held his right hand and one priest held his left hand, and one 
priest stood behind the High Priest, holding onto the two precious 
onyx stones located on the shoulders of the High Priest, on the 
ephod. 


And once the appointed priest heard the sound from the feet of 
the High Priest, produced by the bells attached to the bottom of 
his robe, he knew that the High Priest was emerging" from the 
Sanctuary, and he lifted the curtain suspended at the opening of 
the Entrance Hall for him," to facilitate his exit. After the High Priest 
entered and prostrated himself and emerged" from the Sanctuary, 
his brethren the priests entered, prostrated themselves, and 


emerged from the Sanctuary. 


Three priests hold him — 4a prix aww: Some explain that 
they would hold the High Priest in order to honor him, like a 
governmental minister who is held by his attendants when he 
enters the king's palace (Rosh). Others maintain that the three 
priests were there to assist the High Priest as he walked (Tiferet 
Yisrael). Yet others suggest that the three would help the High 
Priest in rising from his position of prostration, thereby assuring 
hat the breastplate would not fall. If the High Priest enters the 
Sanctuary for a purpose other than prostrating, he is not accom- 
panied (Hiddushim UVeurim). 


Sound from the feet of the High Priest, he knew that he was 
emerging — xxv King Sins pia Sw whan bip: Some understand 
his to mean that once the appointed priest heard the golden 
bells at the bottom of the priest's robe, he would know that the 
High Priest, who was already in the Temple, was on his way to 
he Sanctuary in order to prostrate himself. Accordingly, the 
appointed priest would hasten to reach the curtain first, in order 
o lift it for the High Priest, and thereby enable him to enter and 
prostrate himself (Tosefot Yom Tov). 
Others explain the mishna as follows: When the appointed 

priest heard the sound of the High Priest as he exited the Sanc- 
uary, he would lift the curtain before him. After the High Priest 
departed, the other priests would enter to prostrate themselves 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:1). According 

o this interpretation, it is somewhat difficult to explain the sub- 
sequent comment in the mishna: The High Priest entered and 


NOTES 


prostrated himself and emerged from the Sanctuary (Tosefot 
Yom Tov). 


Lifted the curtain for him - naing ny 15 axy: According 
to some commentaries, this is referring to the curtain at the 
opening of the Entrance Hall of the Sanctuary building, which 
was partitioned off not by doors but only by a curtain (Rabbi 
Ovadya Bartenura). Others suggest that there was also a curtain 
in front of the entryway of the Sanctuary itself, and the mishna 
is speaking of this curtain (Kesef Mishne). Some later authorities 
question the existence of such a curtain (Josefot Yom Tov), but 
others contend that there is a source that indicates that it did in 
fact exist (Yoma 54a; see Tiferet Yisrael). 


Entered and prostrated himself and emerged - mnnwi D352 
ryn: The commentaries discuss the meaning of this clause. It is 
apparently not referring to the High Priest, as the mishna already 
described how the appointed priest would hear the sound of 
the High Priest exiting the Sanctuary. In fact, there is a variant 
version of the mishna in which this line does not appear (see 
Tosefot Yom Tov). 

Some explain that the clause is referring to the High Priest, 
and the mishna is repeating its earlier statement (Commentary 
on Tamid). Alternatively, this clause is referring to the appointed 
priest, who would enter and prostrate himself after the High 
Priest exited. The rest of the priests would enter only after the 
appointed priest had left (Gra; Tiferet Yisrael). 


Perek VII 


BACKGROUND 
To prostrate himself - manwa: 


Pilgrim prostrating himself in the Temple on Shavuot 


-= HALAKHA © 

On occasions when the High Priest would enter to 
prostrate, three priests hold him - D33) bina yow ma 
ia pimin wow rinmwa: When the High Priest would 
enter the Sanctuary, three priests would hold him. One 
priest would hold his right hand, the second would hold 
his left hand, while the third, standing behind the High 
Priest, would hold onto the precious stones upon the 
ephod. In this manner, the High Priest would enter the 
Sanctuary to prostrate himself. When the appointed priest 
would hear the sound of the High Priest as he was exit- 
ing the Sanctuary, he would raise the curtain before the 
Entrance Hall for him. After the High Priest would exit, 
the other priests would enter to prostrate themselves 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:11). 
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HALAKHA 


And blessed the people one blessing — nt 1373) 
DN 7372 oA: After the priests had brought up 
the parts of the daily offering onto the ramp, the 
priests on the stairs of the Entrance Hall would 
recite the Priestly Benediction as one blessing, 
using the ineffable name of God (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:5). 


Reciting the name of God as it is written - nmax 
i3033 own: The ineffable name of God, pro- 
nounced by forming the sounds made of its let- 
ters: Yod, heh, vav, heh, is pronounced only in the 
Temple. Elsewhere, this Divine Name is pronounced 
with the substitute name, spelled: Alef, dalet, nun, 
yod (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat 
Kohanim 14:10). 


The hands of the priests during the Priestly Bene- 
diction in the Temple - n393 nywa DDT Y 
wpa Dt: During the recitation of the Priestly 
Benediction in the Temple, the priests would lift 
their hands above their heads, with their fingers 
extended. But the High Priest would not raise his 
hands in this manner, to avoid lifting his hands 
above the frontplate (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 14:9). 


When the High Priest wishes to burn, etc. — yata 
na wept mys bita yew: When the High Priest 
wanted to sacrifice the daily offering, he would 
ascend the ramp with the Deputy at his right side. 
Once the High Priest reached the halfway point 
of the ramp, the Deputy would take hold of his 
right hand and assist him in climbing the ramp. The 
priest carrying the head and the leg would hand 
those parts to the High Priest, who would place his 
hands upon the parts and then cast them into the 
fire (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 
5:13 and Mishne LaMelekh there). 


And in that manner the priests would hand the 
High Priest, etc. — 13115 powin va Jax In this 
manner the priests hand the rest of the parts to the 
High Priest: Each hands the parts he is holding to 
the first priest, and the first priest gives them to the 
High Priest, who places his hands upon the parts 
and casts them into the fire (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:14). 


Came to circle the altar - nayan ns ppd b xa: 
Everyone who ascends the altar starts on the right 
side and circles and descends to the left (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 7:n). 


The priests gave him wine to pour — } b na 
pnb: When libation wine would be given to the 
one offering the libation, two priests would stand 
at the table of the fats, each holding one of the two 
trumpets. An appointed priest would stand at the 
corner of the altar, with the cloths in his hand. The 
priests with the trumpets would sound tekia, terua, 
tekia, and they would then go to stand at the sides 
of the individual appointed over the cymbals (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:6). 


BACKGROUND 
Frontplate — yx: 


Front and back view of High Priest wearing frontplate on his 
forehead 
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MI SHNA Fi K pi After the priests emerged from the 


Sanctuary, they came and stood 
on the twelve stairs before the Entrance Hall. The first five priests 
stood to the south of their brethren, the priests, who had taken the 
limbs of the daily offering up to the altar. And those five priests had 
five vessels in their hands: The basket with the ashes from the inner 
altar was in the hands of one priest; and the jug with the ashes from 
the Candelabrum was in the hands of one priest; and the coal pan 
was in the hands of one priest; and the smaller vessel, the bowl that 
held the incense, was in the hands of one priest, who had burned 
the incense; and the spoon and its cover were in the hands of one 
priest, the friend or relative of the one who burned the incense. 


The priests placed their vessels on the ground and then blessed 
the people, reciting one blessing." The Priestly Benediction was 
recited outside the Temple as well, but in the Temple, it was recited 
differently, as in the rest of the country the priests would recite it 
as three blessings, and the listeners would answer amen after each 
blessing. But in the Temple they would recite it as one blessing, and 
the listeners would not respond to each blessing. Rather, at the 
conclusion of the entire Priestly Benediction they would answer: 
Blessed are You Lord, God of Israel, from everlasting to everlasting. 
In the Temple, the priests would recite the name of God as it is 
written," with the letters yod, heh, vav, heh, whereas in the rest of 
the country the priests would recite the name of God by His 
appellation, alef, dalet, nun, yod. 


Furthermore, in the rest of the country, while reciting the Priestly 
Benediction the priests lift their hands" opposite their shoulders, 
and in the Temple they raise them above their heads. That is the 
halakha with regard to all priests in the Temple, except for the High 
Priest, who does not raise his hands above the frontplate® on his 
forehead, as the name of God is written on the frontplate. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: Even the High Priest would raise his hands above 
the frontplate while reciting the Priestly Benediction in the Temple, 
as it is stated with regard to the Priestly Benediction recited by 
Aaron the High Priest: “And Aaron lifted his hands toward the 


people and blessed them” (Leviticus 9:22). 
The High Priest is entitled to sacri- 


MISHNA 7 : 3 fice any offering brought to the 


Temple, at his discretion. When the High Priest wishes to burn" 
the limbs of the daily offering and the accompanying meal offering, 
he would ascend the ramp to the altar, and the deputy High Priest 
would walk to his right. When he reached half the height of the 
ramp, the Deputy would hold his right hand and take him up to 
the altar at the top of the ramp. 


And the first of the nine priests who took the limbs up to the altar 
handed the High Priest the head and the hind leg of the offering, 
and the High Priest placed his hands upon them and then threw 
them onto the altar fire. Next the second of the nine priests handed 
the two forelegs of the offering to the first priest. He gave them to 
the High Priest, who placed his hands upon them and then threw 
them onto the altar fire. At that point, the second priest slipped 
away and left. And in that manner the priests would hand the High 
Priest" the rest of all the limbs, and he would place his hands upon 
them and then throw them onto the altar fire. And when he wishes, 
he places his hands and others throw the limbs onto the fire. 


When the High Priest, who was at the top of the ramp on the south 
side of the altar, came to circle the altar" to reach the southwestern 
corner, where he would pour the libation of wine, from where does 
he begin? He begins from the southeastern corner and continues 
to the northeastern corner, then to the northwestern corner, and 
ultimately reaches the southwestern corner. At that point, the 
priests gave him wine to pour." 
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The Deputy stands at the High Priest’s side at the corner of the 
altar and the cloths are in his hand, so that he can wave them 
to signal to the Levites to begin singing when the High Priest 
pours the libation. Two priests stand at the marble table of the 
fats, where the limbs and fats were placed before being taken 
to the altar, and there were two silver trumpets in their hands. 
‘These two priests sounded a tekia, a long continuous blast; they 
then sounded a terua, a series of staccato blasts; and lastly they 


sounded another tekia to alert the Levites to prepare to recite 
the psalm. 


The priests with the trumpets came and stood near ben Arza, the 
title given to the person who was tasked with striking the cymbals, 
one to his right and one to his left. Then the High Priest stooped 
to pour" the libation, and the Deputy waved the cloths, and ben 
Arza struck the cymbals, and the Levites recited the psalm of 
that day of the week. Each psalm was divided into three sections. 
Whenever the Levites reached the end of one section" of the 
psalm, the priests sounded a tekia, and the people in the court- 
yard prostrated themselves. At the end of each section there was 
a tekia, and for every tekia there was a prostration. That is the 
procedure for the sacrifice of the daily offering in the service of 
the House of our God; may it be His will that it will be speedily 


rebuilt in our day, amen. 
MISHNA ři Š 4 The following is a list of each 
4 daily psalm that the Levites 
would recite in the Temple.™" On the first day of the week they 
would recite the psalm beginning: “A psalm of David. The earth 
is the Lord’s and all it contains, the world and all who live in it” 
(Psalms, chapter 24). On the second day they would recite the 
psalm beginning: “A song; a psalm of the sons of Korah. Great is 
the Lord and highly to be praised in the city of God, on His 
sacred mountain” (Psalms, chapter 48). On the third day they 
would recite the psalm beginning: “A psalm of Asaph. God stands 
in the divine assembly; among the judges He delivers judg- 
ment” (Psalms, chapter 82). On the fourth day they would recite 
the psalm beginning: “O Lord God, to Whom vengeance 
belongs, God to Whom vengeance belongs, shine forth” 
(Psalms, chapter 94). On the fifth day they would recite the 
psalm beginning: “For the leader; upon the Gittith, a psalm of 
Asaph. Sing for joy to God, our strength; shout aloud to the 
God of Jacob” (Psalms, chapter 81). On the sixth day they would 
recite the psalm beginning: “The Lord reigns: He is robed in 
majesty; the Lord is robed, girded with strength” (Psalms, chap- 
ter 93). On Shabbat they would recite the psalm beginning: “A 
psalm, a song for Shabbat day” (Psalms, chapter 92). This is 
interpreted as a psalm, a song for the future, for the day that will 
be entirely Shabbat and rest for everlasting life. 


HALAKHA 


The priest stooped to pour, etc. - ^3) spb mw: The priest all it contains” (Psalms, chapter 24). On the second day they 


performing the libation would bend down in order to pour 
he libation, the appointed priest would wave the cloths, the 
appointed person would strike the cymbals, those holding the chapter 48 
rumpets would blast, and the Levites would recite the psalm. 
When the Levites reached the end of a section of the psalm, the He delivers judgment” 
rumpeters would blast, and everyone in the courtyard would 
prostrate themselves. At each juncture, there would be a tekia, 
and upon each tekia the people would prostrate themselves. 
n total, there would be nine tekia blasts for each daily offering strength; shout aloud to the God of Jacob” (Psalms, chapter 81). 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:7). 


would recite the psalm that begins: “Great is the Lord and highly 
to be praised in the city of God, on His sacred mountain” (Psalms, 
. On the third day they would recite the psalm that 
begins: “God stands in the divine assembly, among the judges 
(Psalms, chapter 82). On the fourth day 
they would recite the psalm that begins: “O Lord God, to Whom 
vengeance belongs” (Psalms, chapter 94). On the fifth day they 
would recite the psalm that begins: “Sing for joy to God, our 


On the sixth day they would recite the psalm that begins: “The 
Lord reigns: He is robed in majesty; the Lord is robed, girded with 


The daily psalm that the Levites would recite in the Tem- strength” (Psalms, chapter 93). On Shabbat they would recite 


ple - wpa wnx onda yaw yw: On the first day the Levites 


Psalms, chapter 92, which begins: “A psalm, a song for Shabbat 


would recite the psalm that begins: “The earth is the Lord’sand day” (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:9). 


NOTES 


Reached the end of one section - pep aya: Some com- 
mentaries explain that the trumpets would be blown at the 
end of each section (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura), while others 
maintain that they would be blown at the beginning of 
each section (Rambam; Tosafot on Sukka 54a). 


The daily psalm that the Levites would recite in the 
Temple - wpa Din obs yaw Vw: In tractate Rosh 
HaShana (31a), Rabbi Akiva explains the significance of each 
day’s psalm: On the first day the Levites would recite the 
chapter of Psalms that begins: “The earth is the Lord's, and 
all it contains” (Psalms 24:1), in commemoration of the first 
day of Creation, as on that day He acquired the world and 
transferred it to humanity, and He was the only ruler in His 
world, as the angels were not created until the second day. 
On the second day they would recite Psalm 48, as on the 
second day of Creation God separated the upper waters 
and the lower waters, and ruled over them as King, and 
his chapter speaks of Jerusalem as: “The city of a great King” 
(Psalms 48:3). On the third day they would recite the chapter 
beginning: “God stands in the divine assembly” (Psalms 
82:1), because on the third day of Creation He revealed the 
and and thereby prepared the dry land for the inhabit- 
ance of His assembly. On the fourth day they would recite 
he psalm beginning: “O Lord God, to Whom vengeance 
belongs” (Psalms 94:1), as on the fourth day of Creation 
God created the sun and the moon, and in the future He 
will punish and take vengeance upon those who worship 
hem. On the fifth day the Levites would recite the psalm 
beginning: “Sing for joy to God, our strength” (Psalms 81:2), 
as on the fifth day of Creation He created birds and fish to 
praise His name. On the sixth day they would recite the 
psalm beginning: “The Lord reigns: He is robed in majesty” 
(Psalms 93:1), as on that day He completed His labor and 
ruled over all of creation in full glory. On Shabbat they 
would recite the psalm beginning: “A psalm, a song for 
Shabbat day” (Psalms 92:1), in anticipation of the future, 
when the Holy One, Blessed be He, will effect one thousand 
years of rest, an era which will be entirely Shabbat. Rabbi 
Nehemya explains that the psalm of Shabbat commemo- 
rates the first Shabbat after the Creation, when God rested 
from all the labor of Creation. 

Another interpretation links all the daily psalms to the 
talmudic tradition that the world will endure for a total 
of six thousand years (Rosh HaShana 31a; Sanhedrin 97a; 
Avoda Zara ga). According to this opinion, each daily psalm 
recited by the Levites corresponds to one thousand years, 
as follows: The psalm beginning: “The earth is the Lord's, 
and all it contains” (Psalms 24:1), is recited on the first day, 
corresponding to the first thousand years, in which the 
earth was full, before the flood. The psalm beginning: “Great 
is the Lord...in the city of God, on His sacred mountain” 
(Psalms 48:1), is appropriate for the second millennium, 
when Mount Moriah was chosen as the location of the 
Temple. The psalm of the third day, beginning: “God stands 
in the divine assembly; among the judges He delivers judg- 
ment” (Psalms 82:1), corresponds to the third millennium, 
when the divine statutes and judgments of the Torah were 
given to the Jewish people. In the fourth millennium, the 
nations of the world destroyed the Temple and exiled the 
Jewish people, for which they incurred divine vengeance. 
For this reason, the psalm of the fourth day is the section 
beginning: “O Lord God, to Whom vengeance belongs” 
(Psalms 94:1). The psalm beginning “For the leader; upon 
he Gittith, a psalm of Asaph. Sing for joy to God” (Psalms 
81:1-2), which is recited on the fifth day, befits the fifth 
millennium, during which the Temple service was replaced 
by prayer and the song of Torah study. Corresponding to 
he sixth millennium, when God will be reaffirmed as the 

S 
h 


ing of the world, the psalm beginning: “The Lord reigns: 
He is robed in majesty” (Psalms 93:1), is recited on the six 
day. On Shabbat they would recite the psalm beginning: “A 
psalm, a song for Shabbat day” (Psalms 92:1), corresponding 


o the seventh millennium, a period that will be entirely like 
Shabbat, a time of rest for everlasting life (Zohar). 
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Introduction to Middot 


You, son of man, show the House to the house of Israel, 
that they may be ashamed of their iniquities; and let 
them measure accurately. And if they are ashamed of 
all that they have done, make known to them the form 
of the House, and its fashion, and its goings out, and 
its comings in, and all its forms, and all its ordinances, 
and all its forms, and all its laws, and write it in their 
sight; that they may keep its whole form, and all its 
ordinances, and do them. 

(Ezekiel 43:10-11) 


Tractate Middot addresses one main topic, the measurements of the Second Temple, 
in general outline and in detail. Incidental to this topic, the tractate also touches upon 
the order of the service in the Temple. 


The purpose of the tractate is to describe the physical background for the numerous 
halakhot of the various offerings, which are dealt with at length throughout most of 
Seder Kodashim, as well as in parts of other tractates. These descriptions facilitate a 
clearer understanding of the specifics of the halakhot of the offerings, which include, 
in addition to the manner of their performance, the places where the different ser- 
vices must be performed. Once the detailed portrayal of the Temple in this tractate 
has been grasped, it is easier to comprehend the procedure and location of every 
stage of the sacrificial service and the other Temple services. 


This tractate serves an additional goal. As can be inferred from the names of the Sages 
mentioned in Middot, in particular Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, it was taught not long 
after the destruction of the Second Temple. Consequently, these measurements and 
the descriptions of the building are taught in remembrance of the Temple, and are 
an expression of anticipation and hope for its renewal. 


The Temple whose measurements are described here is the Second Temple, as it 
appeared not long before its destruction, i.e., with Herod’s renovations. The Sages 
said with regard to this building that one who did not see the Temple in its con- 
structed state has never seen a magnificent structure (Sukka sib). 


Although the basic structures of the First and Second Temples were the same, they 
differed in several important aspects, both with regard to their measurements and the 
details of the building. The Second Temple was also not constructed in accordance 
with the blueprint of the book of Ezekiel, as the builders of the Temple apparently 
realized that the description in Ezekiel was meant for the more distant future, for 
erecting a Temple whose time had not yet come to be built. Nevertheless, there are 
certain allusions both to the First Temple and the Third Temple in tractate Middot. 
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Most of the descriptions in Middot were given by tanna’im who lived near the end of 
the Second Temple period, and several of the Sages cited in the tractate were present 
at the time the Temple stood. Some of them were even priests who had served in the 
Temple. Since their statements were issued from memory, there are disagreements 
not only over minor details but even with regard to matters of greater importance. 
On occasion, a Sage even reports that he has forgotten the purpose ofa certain place 
in the Temple. 


Even when there is no dispute among the tanna’im, the meaning of the terms and 
descriptions in Middot are not always sufficiently clear. This is partly because the 
tractate does not include all relevant measurements, and partly due to the idiosyn- 
cratic nature of some of the names of chambers and gates. 


Furthermore, tractate Middot is one of the few tractates without a corresponding 
tractate in the Tosefta. This means that there is no additional primary source that can 
help elucidate its more opaque expressions. Consequently, when the commentaries 
grapple with the difficulties in tractate Middot, they do so in accordance with their 
own understanding and visualization of how the Temple might have looked. The 
many attempts to recreate the appearance of the Temple should therefore be treated 
as hypothetical constructs, not as exact replications. 


The premises of the Temple included the entire Temple Mount, an area of five hun- 
dred by five hundred cubits, surrounded by a wall. The Temple itself, located within 
this area, comprised two main sections, the courtyards and the Sanctuary. The court- 
yards were an open, unroofed area, and included a large, squared section called the 
women’s courtyard; a smaller, adjacent area called the Israelite courtyard, which was 
closer to the Sanctuary; and, closest to the Sanctuary, the priests’ courtyard, which 
contained the external altar and the ramp leading up to it. To the west of the priests’ 
courtyard was the Sanctuary, which contained two main rooms: The Holy and the 
Holy of Holies. The Holy contained the shewbread Table, the Candelabrum, and the 
incense altar. At the inside end of the Holy was the entrance to the Holy of Holies, 
which in the First Temple contained the Ark of the Covenant. The Sanctuary was one 
hundred cubits tall, roughly fifty meters, and included an upper story, which was used 
infrequently. The Temple was not built on a level plane, but gradually ascended from 
the women’s courtyard to the Israelite courtyard, and from there to the Sanctuary. 


Inside the courtyards there were halls and chambers, i.e., small courtyards and 
enclosed spaces that were used for special purposes. The inner sections of the Temple 
included many rooms and compartments, used mainly but not exclusively for stor- 
ing the Temple vessels and various objects. Some of these areas of the Temple are 
depicted in great detail, while others are described only partially. 


For the reader’s reference, a detailed diagram showing the layout of the Second 
Temple appears on the page preceding this introduction. 


Tractate Middot contains five chapters, which generally deal with distinct topics, but 
as is common in the Mishna, there are certain issues that are carried over from one 
chapter to another, as well as occasional repetition. 


Chapter One delineates the various gates of the Temple and the responsibilities of 
the priests and Levites who keep watch there. 


Chapter Two discusses the structural outline of the Temple, from the Temple Mount 
to the courtyards, and the chambers in those courtyards. 
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Chapter Three addresses the external altar and the nearby slaughtering area, as well 
as the space between the altar and the Sanctuary. 


Chapter Four describes the entrances to the Sanctuary, the compartments situated 
all around the Sanctuary, and the measurements of the Sanctuary’s height and its 
length from east to west. 


Chapter Five provides the measurements of the entire Temple area from east to west 
and from north to south, and lists the chambers that were located in the courtyards. 


Cutaway of Entrance Hall and Sanctuary 


1, Stairs to Entrance Hall 16. Upper story 

2. Opening of Entrance Hall 17. Gaps connecting upper story and Holy of Holies 

3, Entrance Hall 18. Posts leading from upper story to roof of upper story 

4. Chamber of the Knives 19. Wall of Entrance Hall 

5. The sealed structure 20. Wall of circuitous pathway 

6. Opening of Sanctuary 21. Wall of Sanctuary 

7. Cornices 22. Circuitous pathway 

8. Spikes for eliminating the ravens 23. Compartments 

9. Wicket 24. Wall of compartments 

10. Roof of upper story 25. Opening from compartment to Sanctuary 

n. Structure of roof: Connecting beams, ceiling, plaster 26. Opening from compartment to adjacent compartment 

12. Roof of compartments 27. Opening from compartment to compartment above 

13. Roof of Holy of Holies 28. Middle story 

14. Roof of Sanctuary 29.Windows of Sanctuary and their crowns 

15. Placement of wooden posts to distinguish between Sanctuary and 30. Posts connecting wall of Entrance Hall to wall of Sanctuary 
Holy of Holies 
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Perek | 
Daf 34 Amuda 


paisa ninipa nvhwa ™ TVD MI S HNA 1:1 The priests would keep watch" in 


DYVI VAS wpa MIS ow 
Tp AD Yi I 


three places in the Temple’ court- 


yard, in honor of the Temple, like guards in royal courtyards: In the 
Chamber of Avtinas,' which is the chamber where the incense was 


prepared, and on the two sides of the northern section of the court- 
yard: In the Chamber of the Spark, where there was a small, per- 
petual fire, from which the fire of the altar would be lit ifit went out; 
and in the Chamber of the Hearth, where there was also a fire, by 
which the priests would warm themselves when it was cold. 


Avtinas — pyar: The source of this Greek name is unclear. Some 
maintain that it is a combination of the Greek eb, eu, meaning 
good, and Ovpiapa, thumiama, meaning fragrance, so that the 
name refers to incense or high-quality resin. According to this 
interpretation, the priestly Avtinas family was called by this name 


LANGUAGE 


due to their expertise in the area of incense. Others claim that 
the name Avtinas is related to the Greek word ev@vvoc, euthynos, 
meaning righteous judge or one who corrects or chastises. There- 
fore, this term may also be related to the Hebrew name Shefatya, 
meaning: God is the Judge. 


The priests keep watch in three places in the Temple, etc. - 
AD wpa maa ow oyin ninipa wha: 
Three watches of the priests: 
1. Chamber of Avtinas 
2. Chamber of the Spark 
3. Chamber of the Hearth 


Five gates of the Temple Mount: 
4. Tadi Gate 
5. Kifonos Gate 
6-7. Gates of Huldah 
8. Shushan Gate 


9. Four corners of the Temple Mount, 

within the Temple Mount wall 
Five gates of the courtyard, 

outside the courtyard wall: 

10. Gate of Kindling 

11. Gate of the Firstborn 

12. Gate of the Water 

13. Gate of Nicanor 

14. Women's Gate 


15. Four corners of the courtyard, outside the courtyard wall 
16. Chamber of the Offering 
17. Behind the Hall of the Ark Cover 


The location of the Chamber of the Curtain is unknown. 


BACKGROUND 


Perek | 


NOTES 

The period of keeping watch - ayaw pat: The early 
commentaries disagree with regard to when the watch- 
men were on duty. Some claim that the watchmen 
kept watch both day and night (Commentary on Tamid, 
Ra'avad, and Rosh on Tamid 25b), but most early com- 
mentaries maintain that there were watchmen only at 
night (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura; Rambam; Rabbeinu 
Shemaya; Tosefot Yom Tov). 


HALAKHA 
The priests keep watch in three places - ninipia mwhws 
wyw DaN: The priests would keep watch in three 
places in the Temple: In the Chamber of Avtinas, in the 
Chamber of the Spark, and in the Chamber of the Hearth 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:5). 


Locations where the priests kept watch 


East $ 
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HALAKHA 


And the Levites keep watch in twenty-one places — 
Dipa InN wya Dym: : The Levites would keep watch 
in twenty-one places | in the Temple: At the five gates of 
the Temple Mount; in the four corners of the Temple 
Mount; in the four corners of the courtyard, where they 
would keep watch on the outside due to the prohibi- 
tion against sitting in the courtyard; at the five gates 
of the courtyard on the outside; in the Chamber of the 
Offering; in the Chamber of the Curtain; and behind the 
Hall of the Ark Cover (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 8:8-9). 


The man of the Temple Mount would circulate among 
each and every watch post — Wha A maT 7 WK 
WE N bs by: One individual, called the man of 
the Temple Mount, was appointed over all the watch- 
men. Preceded by lit torches, he would circulate nightly 
among all of the watch posts. Whenever a watchman 
would fail to stand and greet him by saying: Man of the 
Temple Mount, peace be upon you, it was evident that 
the watchman had been sleeping. The appointed man 
would then strike him with his staff, and it was also per- 
mitted for him to burn his garment. People who would 
hear the commotion would ask: What is that sound in 
the Temple courtyard? And people would answer: It 
is the sound of a Levite being flogged and having his 
clothing burned for sleeping on his watch (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:10). 


LANGUAGE 
The man [ish] of the Temple Mount - man 7 wrx: 
Here, as in many other places in the Bible and in rabbinic 
statements, the term man [ish] refers to a distinguished 
person or leader. Accordingly, the designation: Man of 
the Temple Mount, refers to the chief officer, appointed 
to oversee the Temple Mount. 
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And in addition the Levites would keep watch in twenty-one 
places" in the Temple: Five of these watchmen were located upon 
the five gates of the Temple Mount, and four of these watchmen 
were located upon the four corners of the Temple Mount. All 
of these watchmen were located within the Temple Mount wall. 
Another five of these twenty-one watchmen were located upon the 
five gates of the courtyard," and four more were located upon the 
four corners of the courtyard outside the courtyard wall, on the 
Temple Mount. 


And one watchman was located in the Chamber of the Offering, 
in which animals approved for sacrifice were kept, which was in the 
Chamber of the Hearth; and one watchman was located in the 
Chamber of the Curtain, in which the Curtain separating the 
Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies was woven; and one watchman 
was located behind the Hall of the Ark Cover, a space between the 
Holy of Holies and the western wall of the Temple Mount. 

The man [ish]! appointed to over- 


MISHNA 1:2 see the watchmen of the Temple 


Mount would circulate nightly among each and every watch 
post" to ascertain that the watchmen were awake and performing 
their duty properly. And there were lit torches carried before him 
along his path, so that the watchmen would see him approaching. 


And at every watch post where the watchman would not stand in 
his honor when he passed, the man of the Temple Mount would 
say to him: Peace be upon you," to test whether he was awake. If 
the watchman did not answer, it was evident that he was sleeping. 
The appointed man would then strike him with his staff, and he 
even had license to burn the sleeping watchman’s garment to 
discipline him. 


And those overhearing a watchman being rebuked would say to 
one another: What is that sound in the Temple courtyard? And 
they would answer: It is the sound of a Levite being flogged and 
having his clothing burned, as he was found sleeping at his watch 
post and not fulfilling his duty. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov’ says: 
Once, the supervisors found my mother’s brother sleeping at his 
watch post, and they burned his garment. 


NOTES 


Five gates of the courtyard - M17 "ww Mw: The Gemara in 
tractate Tamid (27a) raises a contradiction between this mishna 
and the statement in mishna 1:4 that there were seven gates in 
the Temple courtyard (see also Yoma 19a). Some tanna’‘im, such 
as Abba Yosei ben Hanan (see 35b), even maintain that there 
were thirteen gates. Abaye answers that although there were 
seven gates, two of them did not need watchmen, as they were 
adjacent to the others (see Rabbeinu Shemaya). Rava maintains 
that the number of gates is subject to a dispute between tanna‘im, 
and this mishna is in accordance with the opinion that there were 
only five gates. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov - 3py ja whys 10: The Sage men- 
tioned here was a second-generation tanna and a colleague of 
Rabbi Eliezer the Great. A fourth-generation tanna of the same 
name was a student of Rabbi Akiva. This first Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov saw the Second Temple before its destruction and, as 
a firsthand witness, recounted a number of descriptions of the 
Temple's physical build and structure. Accordingly, the Sages 
had a tradition that he was the author of tractate Middot (Yoma 
16a; Jerusalem Talmud, Yoma 2:2). This is evident from instances 
in which he is quoted as saying with regard to different features 
of the Temple: | have forgotten its function (see 2:5 and 5:4). This 
statement indicates that he taught the other halakhot concerning 
the Temple and forgot only these. 


PERSONALITIES 


The man of the Temple Mount would say to him: Peace be 
upon you — py ohw MITI WN b X: The Rambam has an 
alternative version of the text in which the watchman was the 
speaker: And at every watch post where the watchman would 
not stand and say to him: Man of the Temple Mount, peace be 
upon you, it was evident that he had been sleeping. According to 
this version, upon the arrival of the appointed man not only did 
the watchman have to stand, but he also had to demonstrate his 
alertness by offering the appropriate greeting. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov was known for formulating his state- 
ments in very precise language. A baraita reports that Rabbi 
Shimon ben Azzai once found a scroll recording people's lineages 
in Jerusalem, and among other things the scroll stated: The state- 
ments of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov measure only a kav, but they 
are clean. In other words, although his statements are relatively 
small in number, they are accurate, and therefore the halakha is 
decided in accordance with his opinions. Little is known of the 
events of his life, other than that his mother came from a family 
of Levites. 
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MI S HN A 1: 3 The Temple Mount had five gates.” 
° ) The first two were the Gates of Hul- 
dah, located in the south, and they were used for entering and 
exiting the Temple Mount. The gate called Kifonos, in the west, 
was also used for entering and exiting. The Tadi Gate" in the north 
was generally not used for anything other than ornamentation. 


The eastern gate had an image of Shushan, the capital of the Persian 
Empire, depicted upon it." This was to give honor to the Persian 
monarchy, which reigned over Eretz Yisrael at the time the Second 
Temple was built. This was the gate through which the High Priest 
who burns the red heifer, and all those dealing with the red heifer 
and assisting the High Priest, and the red heifer itself, would leave 
to the Mount of Anointment [Har Hamishha],' the Mount of 
Olives, which is to the east of the Temple Mount, to burn the red 


heifer there. 
MI SHNA 1 è 4 There were seven gates in the 
$ Temple courtyard:"® Three in the 
north, three in the south, and one in the east. The gates in the 
south were the Gate of Kindling," through which the priests would 
bring wood for the fire on top of the altar; second to it was the Gate 
of the Offering," through which priests would bring kosher first- 
born animals for sacrifice, as it is permitted to slaughter firstborn 
animal offerings on the southern side of the courtyard; third to it 
was the Gate of the Water, through which they would bring the 
phial of water for the water libation on the festival of Sukkot. 


HALAKHA 


The Temple Mount had five gates - man any} yo DWE Twn: 
The Temple Mount had five gates, one in the west, one in the 
east, one in the north, and two in the south (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:2). 


There were seven gates in the Temple courtyard - ow nyaw 
muya wy: The Temple courtyard had seven gates: Three on the 
western part of the northern side, three on the western part of 
the southern side, and one in the east opposite the middle of the 
Holy of Holies (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:4). 


BACKGROUND 


There were seven gates in the courtyard - Yy www myaw 
mya: The numbered areas in the diagram indicate the location 


of the following: 


1. Chamber of Avtinas 

2. Chamber of the Spark 

3. Chamber of the Hearth 

4. Chamber of the Offering 

5. Behind the Hall of the Ark Cover 
6. Gate of Kindling 

7. Gate of the Firstborn 

8. Gate of the Water 

9. Gate of Nicanor 

10. Chamber of Pinehas the Dresser 


11. Chamber of the Preparer of the Griddle-Cake Offering 


12. Gate of the Spark 

13. Gate of the Offering 

14. Gate of the Chamber of the Hearth 
15. Chamber of the Shewbread 

16. Descent to the Hall of Immersion 


17. Chamber of the Seals, location of the sequestered stones 


of the altar 


Gates of the Temple 


NOTES 
Before the Gates of Huldah, Kifonos, and Tadi - "ww 
1w) DiD aban: Some commentaries maintain that 
these gates were named after individuals who were asso- 
ciated with them in some manner. The Gates of Huldah 
were named after Huldah the prophetess, who would sit 
between these gates during the First Temple period and 
deliver her prophecies to the people that gathered to 
enter the Temple. The Kifonos Gate was named in honor 
of the man who donated it to the Temple (Tiferet Yisrael), 
as was the Tadi Gate (Arukh). The same applies to the Gate 
of Nicanor, mentioned in the mishna later on the amud 
(see Yoma 38a). Others claim that the eastern gate was 
named Nicanor so that the people would recall a Greek 
military leader of that name. They explain that when the 
Greeks besieged the Hasmoneans, one of their leaders, 
named Nicanor, would repeatedly shout abuse and blas- 
phemy. When the Hasmoneans emerged victorious, they 
cut off the ends of his hands and feet and hung them 
on the eastern gate (Rosh, citing Jerusalem Talmud in 
Shekalim). 

Alternatively, some hold that these gates were not 
named after people; rather, their names have meanings in 
other languages. These commentaries claim that kifonos 
in Greek means gardening. Accordingly, it is possible that 
the gate was named for a rose garden that was near the 
Temple (Josefot Yom Tov, citing Rashi; Tiferet Yisrael). Tadi 
in Aramaic means modesty and concealment, as this gate 
was used exclusively by priests who had experienced a 
seminal emission. Such priests would naturally leave the 
Temple furtively, without fanfare (Tiferet Yisrael). 


The eastern gate had an image of Shushan the capital 
depicted on it - May AYAT ow voy MPAT Www: Two 
opinions are offered as to why an image of Shushan 
appeared on the Temple gate (Menahot 98a): To prompt 
the people to recall from where they had returned to Eretz 
Yisrael, or so that they would fear the ruling government. 
The commentaries offering the first opinion provide 
several explanations for the need to remind the people 
of their previous habitation in Persia: One is that since 
hey had originally been given permission to return to 
Eretz Yisrael by the Persian government, they should give 
hanks to that government for allowing them to return 
Rashi). Alternatively, the people were invited to thank 
God for the miracle He performed in directing history so 
hat King Cyrus permitted the return to Eretz Yisrael and 
he rebuilding of the Temple (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). Finally, the idea might have been to induce the 
people to remember the sins of the previous generations 
hat led to their exile to Babylonia, so that they would 
share this history with their children (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


The Gate of Kindling - pon ww: Some commentaries 
explain that the gate was called by this name because it 
was through this gate that the priests would bring the 
wood for the fire on top of the altar. Others claim that the 
priests would bring the flame to light the fire. Although 
fire initially descended from Heaven and lit the wood, 
nevertheless the Sages said that it is a mitzva to bring 
natural fire (Eiruvin 63a; Tosefot Yom Tov; Tiferet Yisrael). 


Gate of the Offering — jap WYW: Shita Mekubbetzet 
amends the text of the mishna to read: Gate of the First- 
born, as there is another gate on the northern side called 
Gate of the Offering. 


LANGUAGE 

Mount of Anointment [Har Hamishha] - anwiat YI: 
This is the Mount of Olives, which is east of the Temple 
Mount. The word mishha is related to the Aramaic word 
mashah, oil, and is a synonym for Mount of Olives. This 
name is alluded to in the Bible, as in several places the 
mountain is referred to as Har HaMashhit, or the mountain 
that destroys, because idolatry was performed there (see, 
e.g, ll Kings 23:13). 
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HALAKHA 


And The Gate of Nicanor had two chambers, etc. — nw 
nab vI mow): There were two chambers in the Israelite 
courtyard on the two sides of the eastern gate, known as 
the Gate of Nicanor. The one to the right of the gate was 
the Chamber of Pinehas the Dresser, while the one to its 
left was the Chamber of the Preparer of the Griddle-Cake 
Offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:17). 


And the gates that were in the north, the first was the 
Gate of the Spark - yi¥37 ww yis¥awr: The Gate of the 
Spark had an upper story built over it. The young priests, i.e., 
those under twenty, who were not yet fit for service (Mishne 
LaMelekh), would stand watch there (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:5). 


There were four chambers in the four corners of the 
Chamber of the Hearth - Tpian maa ya nisw> yaw: 
The Chamber of the Hearth was a large hall surrounded by 
stone benches, with a round ceiling like a cupola. The hall 
contained four smaller chambers: Two in the sacred area, in 
he courtyard, and two in the non-sacred area of the Temple 

ount. The tops of wooden posts demarcated between the 
wo areas. What purpose did these chambers serve? The 
southwestern room was the Chamber of the Lambs; the 
southeastern room was where the shewbread was prepared. 
The northeastern chamber was where the Hasmoneans 
sequestered the altar stones that were desecrated by the 
Greek kings; and the northwestern chamber led to the 
Hall of Immersion, where those priests who experienced 
a seminal emission would immerse (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:10). 


BACKGROUND 


There were four chambers in the four corners of the 
Chamber of the Hearth - 1pian maa yn minw pas: 


Ea 


Chambers in the Chamber of the Hearth 


LANGUAGE 
Small semi-open rooms [kitonot] - nixiorp: This Hebrew 
word, or kitoniyyot, as it appears elsewhere, is the diminu- 
tive form of kiton, from the Greek xottwv, koyton, meaning 
bedroom. In rabbinic Hebrew it can refer to any small room. 


Central hall [teraklin] - Pop: From the Greek tptkAivtov, 
triklinion, which originally meant beds or couches for reclin- 
ing, but later came to refer to the central hall in a house 
where hosts received guests and dined. The bedrooms in 
the house often opened onto this central hall. 
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The gate that was in the east was called the Gate of Nicanor, which 
was the main entrance and exit gate to the courtyard; and the Gate 
of Nicanor had two chambers," one to its right and one to its left. 
One was called the Chamber of Pinehas the Dresser," where the 
priestly vestments were stored when they were not being used in the 
service; and one was the Chamber of the Preparer of the High 
Priest’s daily Griddle-Cake Offering, half of which was sacrificed in 


the morning and half in the afternoon. 
And these were the gates that were 


MI S HNA 1 : S in the north:" The first was the Gate 


of the Spark," and it was like a portico, i.e., it was covered with a 
broad roof so that it resembled an enclosure open at each end. And 
there was an upper story built atop this gate, where the honor guard 
of the Temple stood, with the priests watching from above, in the 
upper story, and the Levites, who were of lesser prestige, would 
watch from below. 


And while the inner side of this structure opened into the Temple 
courtyard, the outer side had an opening to the rampart, the ram- 
part surrounding the courtyard wall, which surrounded the court- 
yard. Second to this gate was the Gate of the Offering, through 
which they would bring the offerings of the most sacred order, as 
these could be slaughtered only in the northern part of the courtyard. 
Third to it was the Gate of the Chamber of the Hearth. 

There were four chambers in the 


MI S H NA 1 : four corners of the Chamber of the 


Hearth," and these were open to the Chamber of the Hearth like 
small, semi-open rooms [kekitonot]‘ that open into a central hall 
[litraklin].' Since the Chamber of the Hearth was built partly inside 
the wall surrounding the Temple courtyard and partly outside of it, 
two of these chambers, the southern ones, were located in the 
sacred area, in the Temple courtyard, and two of the chambers, 
the northern ones, were located in the non-sacred area of the 
Temple Mount. 


The Chamber of Pinehas the Dresser — waan pms naw: 
Some say that this chamber was named after the first priest 


NOTES 


hypotheses as to how to resolve this contradiction, wherein 
the Gate of the Chamber of the Hearth and the Gate of the 


who supervised this chamber, whereas others claim that this Offering are the internal and external gates, respectively, of the 
priest was not the first but was remembered for his good deeds Chamber of the Hearth. The weakness of this theory is that the 


and pious attributes. 


The gates that were in the north — jiaxawy: The order and iden- 


mishna here appears to present the Gate of the Spark, the Gate 
of the Offering, and the Gate of the Chamber of the Hearth as 
being situated in a linear row. An approach that solves some 


tity of the northern gates of the Temple is a subject of confusion, of these problems is the opinion of some authorities that the 
since the list given in this mishna appears to contradict the list Gate of the Chamber of the Hearth was the easternmost gate, 
given in the following chapter (35b). The mishna there lists the called the Gate of the Song in the following chapter, and that 


northern gates from west to east as follows: Gate of Jeconiah, 
Gate of the Offering, Women's Gate, Gate of the Song. Most of 
the diagrams given in this volume follow only one of many 


the Women’s Gate mentioned there was omitted here. If so, the 
northern gates of the Temple would have been arranged in the 
manner pictured in the image. 


Gate ofthe Song! Womens Gate Gateofthe Offering Gate of Jeconiah/ 


Chamber of the Hearth 


Alternative arrangement of the northern gates 
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And the tips of wooden posts [pishpeshin ]' would jut out from the 
walls of the Chamber of the Hearth, from the floor to the ceiling, to 
divide between the sacred area, where the meat of offerings of the 
most sacred order could be eaten and where sitting was prohibited, 
and the non-sacred area. 


And what purpose would these four chambers serve? With regard 
to the chambers in the sacred area, the southwest chamber was the 
Chamber of the Offering, where there were always six lambs that 
had been examined for blemishes, designated for the daily offering, 
and the southeast chamber in the Chamber of the Hearth was the 
Chamber of the Shewbread, where the shewbread was kneaded 
and baked. 


As for the two chambers in the non-sacred area, the northeast 
chamber was the chamber in which the Hasmoneans sequestered 
the stones of the altar that were desecrated by the Greek kings. 
When the Greeks ruled over Eretz Yisrael in the time of Antiochus 
they sacrificed idolatrous offerings on the altar. After the Hasmo- 
neans purified the Temple they sequestered the stones of that altar 
and placed them in this chamber. The northwest chamber was the 
one in which the priests who slept in the Chamber of the Hearth 
and experienced a seminal emission descended through tunnels 
under the Temple to the Hall of Immersion to immerse themselves 
to remove their ritual impurity. 


MISHNA 1 K Fi The Chamber of the Hearth had 

e two gates;" one, on the north side, 
was open to the rampart, and one, on the south side, was open to 
the courtyard. Rabbi Yehuda said: This gate that was open to the 
courtyard had a small wicket in the very large door of the gate, 
through which the priests would enter each morning before the 
service to examine the courtyard, in order to ensure that every- 


thing within was in order. 
MI S HN A 1 z In the Chamber of the Hearth 
5 there was no upper story, as its ceil- 
ing was round like a cupola.” And it was a large hall, surrounded 
by stone benches protruding from the walls into the hall, one on 
top of the other, with each bench narrower than the one underneath, 
similar to stairs. And the elders of the patrilineal priestly family’ 
tasked with the Temple service that day would sleep there, on the 
non-sacred side of the Chamber of the Hearth, and the keys to the 
courtyard would be in their possession. And the young men of 
the priesthood who were to perform service in the Temple that day 
would also sleep in the Chamber of the Hearth. They were not 
allowed to sleep on benches. Rather, each of the young priests 
would place his garment on the earth" and sleep on it. 


HALAKHA 


The Chamber of the Hearth had two gates - v7 www ow 


spin mab: There were two gates to the Chamber ofthe Hea rth, 


one of which was open to the courtyard and the other to the 
rampart (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:9). 


The Chamber of the Hearth, its ceiling was round like a 
cupola — 793 1pian ma: The ceiling of the Chamber of the 
Hearth was round like a cupola. It was a large hall, surrounded 
by stone benches protruding from the walls into the hall, which 
contained four smaller chambers. The elders of the patrilineal 


priestly family tasked with the Temple service that day would 
sleep there, with the keys of the courtyard in their possession 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:5). 


And the young men of the priesthood, each would place 
his garment on the earth — ya IND WR TTI 9: The 
priests keeping watch in the Temple would not sleep i in the 
priestly vestments. Rather, they would fold them and place them 
opposite their heads, and they would wear their own garments 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:6). 
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LANGUAGE 
Wooden posts [pishpeshin] - pwaws: The word pishpeshin, 
or pispasin according to some versions of the text, is from 
the Greek Wij@os, psefos, meaning small stone, but the 
word took on many additional meanings as well. Here it 
could refer to the ends of posts. It could also refer to a 
mosaic on the floor or some type of latticework. 


‘BACKGROUND 
Chamber of the Hearth - “pinn ma: In the image below, 
the Gate of the Chamber of the Hearth is the third gate 
from the west. See the note above on 34a on the contro- 
versy regarding the ordering of the northern gates. 


Location of Chamber of the Hearth and its gates 


Patrilineal priestly family - 3% m3: Since the days of 
King David, the families of priests have been divided into 
twenty-four watches. In its turn, each priestly watch served 
in the Temple for one week. Aside from the Festivals, when 
all the watches would serve together, a priestly watch 
would serve once every six months. 

Each watch was further subdivided into patrilineal fami- 
lies. According to most sources, there were six patrilineal 
families in each watch, although the Josefta states that the 
number of patrilineal families in respective watches varied. 
Each patrilineal family would serve for one day of the week, 
while the members of the other patrilineal families from 
the same watch were available to assist in the service as 
necessary. 
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HALAKHA 


If a seminal emission befell one of the priests - yx 
ama INK Ip: If one of the priests keeping watch in 
he Temple experienced a seminal emission, the priest 
would walk along the circuitous tunnel beneath the 
Temple until he would reach the Hall of Immersion. The 
priest was allowed to go through this tunnel even in a 
state of ritual impurity, because the tunnels under the 
Temple Mount were not sanctified. The priest would 
immerse to become ritually purified, and he would then 
return to his fellow priests and remain with them until 
he gates of the Temple were opened in the morning, at 
which point he would leave the Temple. 

Along the circuitous tunnel where the priest would 
walk there were lamps burning on both sides. The tunnel 
also had a fire to warm the area and the bathroom of 
honor. The honor of this bathroom was manifested by 
the fact that if the door was closed, one could be certain 
that the bathroom was occupied (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:7, 5:11). 
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MI S HNA 1 ù 9 And there was a place there, on the 

° non-sacred side of the floor of the 
Chamber of the Hearth, whose area was a cubit by a cubit, and a 
marble tablet was there, covering that space, and a ring was fas- 
tened to the outer side of the tablet to assist the priest in raising it. 
And a chain upon which the keys of the gate between the Chamber 
of the Hearth and the courtyard were hanging was fixed to the 
underside of the tablet. 


When the time arrived for the locking of the door of the courtyard 
in the evening, the priest would lift the tablet with the ring, and 
would take the keys from the chain. And the priest would then 
lock the Chamber of the Hearth from the inside, and the Levite on 
watch outside the Chamber of the Hearth would remain sleeping 
on the outside." Once the priest finished locking the gate, he would 
return the keys to their place on the chain, and restore the tablet 
to its place. He would then place his garment upon it, and sleep 
on the garment. 


If a seminal emission befell one of the priests" sleeping in the 

Chamber of the Hearth, rendering him ritually impure and unfit for 

service, it was prohibited for him to remain in the courtyard or on 

the Temple Mount. He would therefore leave the Chamber of the 

Hearth and go by the circuitous tunnel that extended beneath the 

Temple. And to help him traverse this path there were lamps burn- 
ing from here and from there, i.e., on both sides of the tunnel 

throughout its length. He would continue through this tunnel until 

he would reach the Hall of Immersion, where he would immerse 

before returning to his place in the Chamber of the Hearth. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: Even after immersion this priest 
would be impure until nightfall and prohibited from entering the 
Temple. Consequently, he would not return to his place in the Cham- 
ber of the Hearth. Rather, he would leave the Temple Mount via the 
circuitous tunnel that extended beneath the rampart, which is a 
non-sacred area, and go out through the Tadi Gate." 


And the Levite would remain sleeping on the outside — mb m 
yman b 1»: The early commentaries question how this Levite 
could be sleeping when he was supposed to be awake on watch. 
The difficulty is relevant only with regard to the Levite, despite the 
fact that it is also stated concerning the priest that he would sleep 
on his garment after locking the gate and returning the keys to 
their place. The reason is that this priest was not one of the watch- 
men, but a member of the patrilineal family appointed to lock 
the gate. The early commentaries explain that since according to 
most opinions, the Levites kept watch only at night, the Levites 
would sleep by day so that they could stay up all nigh 
mishna is stating that when the priest came to lock the gates at 
night, he would find a Levite sleeping there and would wake him 


so that he could start his watch (Ra’avad). 


Leave...and go through the Tadi Gate — tba b Fim Nyi: 
Some commentaries maintain that the first tanna and Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov disagree with regard to whether a priest who 


NOTES 


has immersed may return to his place in the Chamber of the 
Hearth or whether he must leave the Temple Mount. The first 
tanna maintains that although one who immersed that day 
generally may not enter the Temple Mount, in this instance it is 
permitted for the priest to enter. The reason is that the prohibition 
against one who immersed that day entering the Temple Mount 
applies by rabbinic law, and since the priest's impurity occurred 
on the Temple Mount, the Sages were lenient. By contrast, Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov maintains that anyone who immersed that 
day may not be on the Temple Mount, and therefore the priest 
was obligated to exit via the Tadi Gate. 

Other commentaries hold that everyone agrees that this 
priest had to leave the Temple Mount through the Tadi Gate. The 
dispute is whether he would leave via the circuitous route that 
extended beneath the Temple or whether as one who immersed 
that day, he was obligated to leave by the circuitous route that 
extended beneath the rampart, which was non-sacred (Gra; 
Rashash; see Rabbi Akiva Eiger). 


wa 


. If so, the 
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MI S H N A 2, “1 The Temple Mount was surrounded 

°* by a wall and measured five hun- 
dred cubits" by five hundred cubits inside the wall. The Temple 
was not situated in the middle of the Temple Mount, but was closer 
to its northwest corner, such that the majority of the vacant area 
between the wall of the Temple courtyard and the wall of the Temple 
Mount was in the south. The vacant area second in size was the area 
in the east; third was the area in the north, and a minority of open 
space was in the west. In the place where most of the measure 
of open space was located, there was the majority of its usage, 
i.e., most of the chambers serving the priests were in the southern 


portion of the Temple Mount. 
MISHNA 2:2 All who would enter the Temple 
s Mount through any of its gates for 
any purpose, even if their destination was immediately to their left, 
would nevertheless always enter via a gate situated to the right" of 
the gate they would eventually leave from, and they would circle 
around the Temple counterclockwise until they arrived at the place 
they wanted. And when they finished they would not return the way 
they came, but would continue circling and leave via a gate situated 
to the left of the gate through which they entered. This was the 
practice for everyone, except for one to whom an unfortunate mat- 
ter occurred, e.g., a mourner or a person who has been ostracized, 
as he would enter and circle toward the left, clockwise. 


When people would ask him: Why are you circling via the left, he 
would respond: The reason is that I am a mourner, to which they 
would reply: May He Who dwells in this House" comfort you. If 
he would say: The reason is that I am ostracized, they would answer: 
May He Who dwells in this House place an inclination in your 
heart and the heart of those who ostracized you that they may 
draw you near again, i.e., cancel your state of ostracism; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yosei said to Rabbi Meir: If so, it appears that you have 
rendered those Sages who ostracized this individual as though they 
performed an injustice to him, as the statement of the well-wishers 
can be understood as an indication that he was wrongly ostracized. 
Rather, they would say to him as follows: May He Who dwells in 
this House place an inclination in your heart that you repent and 
listen to the statements of your colleagues, and then may they 
draw you near again. 


He Who dwells in this House, etc. — ^9 ma maa piw: The 
Maharsha explains that a harsh judgment has been imposed on 
both a mourner and one who has been ostracized: The mourner 
through the death of his loved one, and the ostracized because 
one who is ostracized from society is considered to also be ostra- 


NOTES 


which symbolizes God's attribute of justice. The phrase in the 
people's response: He Who dwells in this House, refers to the 
attribute of mercy, and their wishes are either for comfort or for 
restoration in the community, as a person who is acceptable to 
people is likewise acceptable to God. 


cized from God. For this reason they would circle via the left, 


Perek II 


HALAKHA 


The Temple Mount...measured five hundred cubits, 
etc. = 131 Tax Nixa wan mT mang Y: The Temple 
Mount was five hundred by five hundred cubits, and it 
was surrounded by a wall (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 5:1). 


All who enter the Temple Mount enter via the right, 
ete, — 9D) par TIT PID MIT IT poa bp: All who 
would enter the Temple Mount would enter via the right, 
circling the Temple Mount, and would exit via the left. 
The exceptions are one to whom an unfortunate mat- 
ter occurred, who alone would enter and circle via the 
left. Since entering in this manner was unusual, people 
would ask him: Why are you circling via the left? And he 
would explain, e.g., | am a mourner, to which they would 
reply: May He Who dwells in this House comfort you. If 
he would say: | am ostracized, they would respond: May 
He Who dwells in this House place an inclination in your 
heart that you repent and listen to the statements of 
your colleagues, and then may they draw you near again. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:3). 
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Perek II 
Daf 35 Amuda 


Latticed fence - Xp: According to Josephus (Wars of 
the Jews V:5:2), as well as many of the commentaries, this 
fence served to warn gentiles that it was prohibited for 
them to enter the Temple precincts, and warning signs 
in Greek and Latin were embedded on it. Two of these 
signs, written in Greek, were discovered in archaeological 
excavations in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 


Fence on the Temple Mount 


Replica of an inscription found on the Temple Mount warning gentiles 
not to cross the fence 


People near the fence 
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MI SHNA 2 é 3 Inside the wall of the Temple 

E Mount, between it and the court- 
yard wall, there was a latticed fence,™ ten handbreadths tall, as a 
sign that from here inward gentiles may not enter. And there were 
thirteen breaches in it, along the latticed fence, which were 
breached by Greek kings, to enable gentiles to enter and to dem- 
onstrate that they too could be there. When the Jews recaptured 
Jerusalem and the Temple Mount from the Greeks, they fenced up 
those breaches again, and they instituted thirteen prostrations 
corresponding to them. One who circles the courtyard and 
reaches one of those spots that was breached and fenced up must 
prostrate himself, in gratitude that God delivered the Jews from 
Greek rule and caused the annulment of the Greek decrees. 


Inside the latticed fence was the rampart," which was ten cubits 
wide. Four of these cubits were flat at ground level, and in the other 
six there were twelve stairs;" each stair was half a cubit high and 
half a cubit long, for a total ascent of six cubits. All the stairs that 
were there, in and around the Temple, were half a cubit high and 
half a cubit deep, except for the stairs of the Entrance Hall of the 
Sanctuary, which were not all of that size. 


All the openings that were there in the Temple were twenty cubits 
high" and ten cubits wide, except for the opening of the Entrance 
Hall, which was forty cubits tall and twenty cubits wide. All the 
openings that were there in the Temple had doors," except for 
the opening of the Entrance Hall, which had a curtain instead. All 
the gates" that were there had lintels, a stone beam across the two 
doorposts, except for the Tadi Gate, where there were two stones 
tilted at an angle one on top of the other, as a sign that this gate 
was to be used only for a specific purpose, as an exit for priests who 
had experienced a seminal emission. 


Inside the wall of the Temple Mount there was a latticed 
fence — 31D aan mab: Within the Temple Mount wall was an 
open area, inside of which was the latticed fence, a network of 
diagonally interlaced wooden posts (Kesef Mishne). This latticed 
ence went all around the rampart and was ten handbreadths 
all (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:3). 


Inside the latticed fence was the rampart - bona BE Aa) on): 
nside the latticed fence was an area ten cubits high, known as 
he rampart (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:3). 


And there were twelve stairs - Y7 nibyn wy Dw: From the 
rampart one ascended twelve stairs to the women’s courtyard. 
Each of the stairs was half a cubit high and half a cubit deep 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:1). 


The openings [petahim] and the gates [she’arim] - wna 
DWWN: Some commentaries say that sha‘ar refers to the place 
where the doors are affixed to the entranceway, while petah is 
the entire depth of the wall meant for entrance (Radak). 

The wording of the Rambam likewise indicates that sha‘ar is 
the place where the door is fixed, rather than the door itself, as 
he writes: The width of each sha‘ar is ten cubits and its height 
twenty, and they have doors (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 
5:2; see Beit Yosef on Yoreh De‘a 286). Similarly, Ibn Ezra (on Isaiah 


All the openings that were there were twenty cubits high — 
TAN DWY [133 Ow PTY ONS bs: All the gates to the Temple 

were ten cubits wide and twenty ‘cubits high, aside from the 

eastern gate, i.e., the Gate of Nicanor (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 

khot Beit HaBehira 5:5). 


All the openings that were there in the Temple had doors, 
etc. -^a ninks yo ya ow yaw ona da: All the gates of the 
Temple had doors coated with gold, except for the eastern gate, 
the Gate of Nicanor. This gate was covered in bronze, which 
has a golden appearance (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 5:5). 


45:1) states: Shearim refers to the space of the opening of the gate, 
which is opened and locked by means of the door. By contrast, 
some commentaries infer from the Rambam that sha‘ar is the 
door itself, as he writes: The petah to the Entrance Hall was forty 
cubits tall and twenty cubits wide, and it did not have shearim 
(Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:8). This indicates that she'arim 
are the doors themselves (see Josafot on Eiruvin 2a). Others write 
that petah is the open space while shar is the door of a large 
opening (Melekhet Shlomo, citing Rabbeinu Yehosef). 
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And with regard to all the doors of the gates that were there, they 
were originally not made with gold, as the Jews were too poor when 
they built the Temple, but when the financial situation of the Jews 
improved the doors were changed to be coated with gold. This was 
so except for the doors of the Gate of Nicanor, which remained 
bronze as they originally were, because a miracle occurred to 
them." And some say that the doors of the gate were not covered 
with gold since in any case they looked golden, as their bronze had 
a yellowish appearance. 


MI S H NA pe ` 4 And all the walls that were there 


surrounding the Temple Mount 
were high,” much taller than the twenty cubits of the gates them- 
selves, except for the wall where the eastern gate was located,’ on 
which there was an image of Shushan, the capital of the Persian 
Empire. This wall was lower than the others, as the priest who 
would burn the red heifer would stand on the peak of the Mount 
of Anointment, where the red heifer was slaughtered and burned, 
east of the Temple Mount, on the Mount of Olives. And this priest 
would direct his attention west and look" toward the entrance of 
the Sanctuary while sprinkling the blood, in accordance with the 
verse: “And Elazar the priest shall take from its blood with his finger, 
and sprinkle from its blood toward the front of the Tent of Meeting 
seven times” (Numbers 19:4). 


Because a miracle occurred to them — 
This miracle is recounted in tractate Yoma 


Yay DN: 


Da ila Mya ne 
38a). Aman named 


the land. In honor of this miracle the appearance of these gates 
was never changed. 


Nicanor, who wanted to donate bronze doors for one of the 


gates of the Temple, went to Alexandria in Egypt, famous for 


its craftsmanship, and purchased the gates 
sailing back to Eretz Yisrael, a storm threa 


ship. The other passengers took one of the doors, which were 
exceedingly heavy, and cast it into the sea, fearing that the 


weight of the doors would sink the ship. 
did not calm. They then sought to cast the 
sea, at which point Nicanor embraced it an 
into the sea with it. Immediately, the sea ca 
necessary to cast either the door or Nicanor 
remained distressed over the fate of the o 


And this priest would direct his attention west and look, etc. — 
"931 ANNI pama: The top surface of the Temple Mount is sloped, 
and the threshold of the eastern wall of the Temple Mount was 
wenty-two cubits lower than the threshold of the eastern gate 
of the Sanctuary. Consequently, although the gates between the 
eastern gate of the Temple Mount and the gate of the Sanctuary 
were arranged in a line sloping upward, the priest who would 
burn the red heifer could not see the entrance to the Sanctuary 
hrough the eastern gate, as the height of this gate was two 
cubits lower than the threshold of the gate of the Sanctuary. 
For this reason the eastern wall of the Temple Mount was only 


there. While he was 
ened to drown the 


evertheless, the sea 
other door into the 
d declared: Cast me 
med, and it was not 
into the sea. Nicanor 
her door, which he 


had allowed them to cast into the sea. When they arrived at 
the port of Akko and prepared to disembark, the door that was 
thrown into the sea was found poking out under the sides of the 
ship. Some say a sea creature swallowed it and spewed it onto 


The walls that were there were high, etc. - ov vnw pbnan 


"931 D713 97: Although most of the walls of the Temple Mount 
were very tall, the wall above the eastern gate was relatively 
short. The reason is that the floor of the Sanctuary was twenty- 
two cubits higher than the floor of this gate, and the gate itself 
was twenty cubits high, and therefore someone standing 
opposite the eastern gate could not see the opening to the 


Wall where the eastern gate was located - nwa nis: The 
burning of the red heifer took place facing the wall of the eastern 
gate on the Mount of Olives. As shown in the image, the priest 
had a direct line of sight to the entrance of the Sanctuary. 


BACKGROUND 


slightly taller than the eastern gate of the Temple Mount, so 
hat the priest could see the opening to the Sanctuary from 
above the gate. 


red heifer on the Mount of Olives and the one who sprinkled its 
blood had to see the opening to the Sanctuary while performing 
their service, the wall was built low enough that they could see 
over it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:5; see also 
Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


Red heifer being prepared for burning on the Mount of Olives 
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HALAKHA 

The women’s courtyard was a length of, etc. — 
g= Tix mit owt DNY: The women’s court- 

yard was one hundred and thirty-five cubits 

by one hundred and thirty-five cubits. It was 

surrounded by a balcony, so that the women 

would see from above, while the men remained 

below, in order that they not mingle. There were 

four chambers in its four corners, each of which 

was forty by forty cubits. Those chambers were 

unroofed, and this is how they will be in the Third 

Temple as well (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 5:7, 9). 
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MI S HN A 3 A S The women’s courtyard,’ in the east 

: of the courtyard, was square, with a 
length of “one hundred and thirty-five cubits by a width of one 
hundred and thirty-five cubits. And there were four permanent 
chambers in its four corners, each of which had a measurement of 
forty by forty cubits. And those chambers were not roofed, so that 
fire could be kindled there, to cook the peace offering, the thanks 
offering, and the nazirite’s ram. 


And this is how they will be in the future as well, in the Third 
Temple, as it is stated in Ezekiel’s description of this Temple: “Then 
he brought me forth into the outer court, and caused me to pass 
by the four corners of the court; and, behold, in every corner of 
the court there was a court. In the four corners of the court there 
were unroofed [keturot] courts” (Ezekiel 46:21-22). And keturot 
means only that these courts are not roofed. 


And what purpose did these chambers serve? The southeast cham- 
ber was called the Chamber of the Nazirites,' as there the nazirites 
would cook their peace offerings and shave and cut their hair and 
cast it in the fire to burn beneath the pot in which their peace offer- 
ings were cooked, as the Torah instructs: “And he shall take the hair 
of his consecrated head, and put it on the fire that is beneath the 
peace offering” (Numbers 6:18). The northeast chamber was called 
the Chamber of the Woodshed, where the blemished priests, who 
are disqualified for performing any other service, would examine 
the wood logs designated for fuel on the altar, to determine if they 
were infested by worms; and any log in which worms were found 
was disqualified for use on the altar. 


Women's courtyard — mwa muy: 


Women’s courtyard 


| BACKGROUND — 
not specify the length of his period of naziriteship assumes these 
obligations for thirty days. If a nazirite becomes ritually impure by 
contact with a corpse, whether intentionally or not, he must first 
purify himself and then bring two pigeons to the Temple as offer- 
ings, one for a sin offering and the other as a burnt offering. He also 
brings a lamb for a guilt offering. After this, the individual must start 
his term of naziriteship over again. When the nazirite completes his 
naziriteship he must bring two lambs as offerings, a female as a sin 
offering and a male as a burnt offering, as well as a ram for a peace 
offering. He shaves and cuts his hair, and burns it beneath the pot in 
which the ram sacrificed as a peace offering is cooked. After these 
offerings have been sacrificed the term of naziriteship ends, and the 
former nazirite is no different from anyone else. 


Nazirite — %3: A nazirite is an individual who undertakes a nazirite 
vow, as detailed in the Torah (see Numbers 6:1-21). He must refrain 
from eating or drinking any product of the vine, avoid becoming 
ritually impure by contact with a corpse, and refrain from cutting 
his hair. A nazirite who violates any of these prohibitions is subject 
to lashes. One can vow to be a nazirite for any period of time that he 
wishes, although the minimum period is thirty days. One who does 
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The northwest chamber was called the Chamber of the Lepers,® 
where lepers would immerse for purification on the eighth day, 
despite the fact that they had already immersed the night before, so 
that they could extend their right ears, right thumbs, and right big 
toes into the Sanctuary for the placement of blood and oil upon 
them. With regard to the southwest chamber, Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov said: I forgot what purpose it would serve. Abba Shaul 
says: They would place wine and oil there for the meal offerings, 
the libations, and the Candelabrum, and therefore it was called the 
Chamber of the House of Oils. 


And initially, in the First Temple period, the boundary of the wom- 
en's courtyard was flat, i.e., it did not have a wall. And in the second 
Temple, they surrounded it with a fence and established a kind of 
balcony, so that the women would stand and see from above, and 
the men were below, on the inside, in order that the women and 
men not be mingled, which might lead to levity. 


And fifteen stairs'® would ascend from within the women’s court- 
yard to the Israelite courtyard, corresponding to the fifteen Songs 
of Ascents that are in the book of Psalms (Psalms 120-134). And 
upon these stairs the Levites would stand and recite songs during 
the Celebration of the Drawing of Water. The stairs of this ascent 
were not rectangular and equal like the other steps in the Temple. 
Rather, they were all round and encircled by the wider stair beneath, 
so that each appeared like a semicircular threshing floor. 


BACKGROUND 


Leper [metzora] 


-= yyin: The halakhot of tzara'at, traditionally 
rendered as leprosy but not necessarily identified medically with 


if he is poor, as a sin offering, and a second lamb or bird as a 
burnt offering. 


Levi 


Tem 
byt 
app 
righ 


hair, 


hat illness, are recorded 
detailed in tractate Nega’im, which deals exclusively with the 
various types of leprosy. 
eper after he has been 


icus (14:1-32). Part o 


ple a lamb for a guil 
he priest. After the s 


earlobe, his right t 


in Leviticus (chapters 13-14). They are 


The halakhot of the purification of a 
healed from his affliction are stated in 
the procedure, e.g., shaving the leper’s 


is performed outside the Temple. The leper brings to the 


offering and a /og of oil that is waved 
acrifice of the guilt offering, the priest 


ies some of the animal's blood to the leper’s body, on his 


humb, and his right big toe. Next, the 


Fifteen stairs — mbyn mwy wan: 


priest takes some of the oil in his hand and sprinkles it toward 
the Holy of Holies seven times. Some of the remaining oil is 
placed on the earlobe of the leper, his thumb, and his big toe, 
and then some is placed on the head of the leper. When all 
this has been performed, the leper sacrifices a lamb, or a bird 
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Stairs leading up to the Sanctuary building 


MI S HN A p) à And there were chambers built in 

t tunnels that ran under the Israel- 
ite courtyard,” and these chambers were open to the women’s 
courtyard, which was seven and a half cubits lower than the Israelite 
courtyard. As it was there, in those chambers, that the Levites 
would place the lyres, and harps, and cymbals, and all the other 
musical instruments they used when offerings were sacrificed and 
during the Celebration of the Drawing of the Water. 


HALAKHA 


And there were chambers under the Israelite courtyard - these chambers the Levites would store the lyres, harps, and 


byw Dy ana niaga: Under the Israelite courtyard there 
were chambers that were open to the women's courtyard. In 


cymbals, and all the other musical instruments (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:6). 


—— ~ HALAKHA 
And fifteen stairs, etc. - ^3) nibyn mwy wam: One would 
ascend from the women’s courtyard to the Israelite court- 
yard, which was the beginning of the courtyard that faced 
the Sanctuary, by means of fifteen stairs, each of which was 
halfa cubit high and half a cubit deep (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:2). 
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The Israelite courtyard" was a length of one hundred and thirty- 
five cubits from north to south by a width of eleven cubits from 
east to west, and likewise the priests’ courtyard" was a length 
of one hundred and thirty-five cubits from north to south by a 
width of eleven cubits from east to west. And the tips of wooden 
posts would jut out from the walls in the north and south to divide 
between the Israelite courtyard and the priests’ courtyard, as a 
sign that Israelites were not permitted to enter further. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: A different sign divided between 
the Israelite courtyard and the priests’ courtyard, as there was a step 
whose length was equal to the width of the courtyard, i.e., one 
hundred and thirty-five cubits, and it was a cubit high," and the 
stone platform was placed on it." The platform, upon which the 
Levites would stand when they would recite songs, was one and a 
half cubits tall, and it had three steps of half a cubit each, which 
served as the entrance to the priests’ courtyard. One therefore finds 
that the priests’ courtyard was two and a half cubits higher’ than 
the Israelite courtyard. 


The entire courtyard," from the Israelite courtyard to behind the 
Holy of Holies, was one hundred and eighty-seven cubits in length 
from east to west, by one hundred and thirty-five cubits in width 
from north to south. 


The measurements of the Israelite courtyard - nyy niwa There was a step and it was a cubit high, etc. - Ant myn 
byw: The area in the Temple courtyard where all Israelites were ^a) mats giaa: One would ascend from the Israelite courtyard 


permitted to enter was called the Israelite courtyard, which was 
one hundred and thirty-five by eleven cubits (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:12-13). 


The measurements of the priests’ courtyard - Dama ny NT: 
The area in the Temple courtyard where the priests alone were 
permitted to enter was called the priests’ courtyard. It was one 
hundred and thirty-five by eleven cubits, like the Israelite court- 
yard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:12). 


And the platform placed on it - why pm jam: The mishna 
does not specify if the platform and steps were in the Israelite 
courtyard or the priests’ courtyard. Some explain, in accordance 
with the opinion that they were in the Israelite courtyard, that 
the Levites would stand on this platform when they would 
recite songs accompanying the sacrifice of offerings and the 
Celebration of the Drawing of the Water (Rosh; Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:6; Tosafot 


| NOTES | 


to the priests’ courtyard by means of a step one cubit high. On 
the step there was a platform with three steps, each of which was 
half a cubit high, and half a cubit long. Accordingly, the priests’ 
courtyard was two and a half cubits higher than the Israelite 
courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:3). 


The measurements of the entire courtyard — 717 bs mit: 
The entire courtyard was one hundred and eighty-seven by one 
hundred and thirty-five cubits (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 5:4). 


on Sukka 51a). Others maintain that the priests would stand on 
the platform when reciting the Priestly Benediction, as indicated 
by the mishna in tractate Tamid (33b). According to this opinion, 
the platform was in the priests’ courtyard, as it is fitting that the 
priests should recite the benediction in their own courtyard 
(Rabbeinu Shemaya). Some say that although the platform was 
used by the priests for the benediction, its main function was for 
the Levites (Tiferet Yisrael). 


One finds that the priests’ courtyard was higher - 77133 D7 MY Mya: The image below shows the differences in height 


between the Temple Mount and the courtyards 


Side elevation of the Temple Mount, viewed from south 
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And those who passed would bow thirteen prostrations there, in 
thirteen places in the courtyard. Where were these prostrations 
performed? Abba Yosei ben Hanan says: Anyone who entered the 
courtyard and circled the courtyard wall from the inside would bow 
to God opposite the thirteen main gates’ in the courtyard and 
give thanks for the beauty of the building. 


The mishna elaborates: The four southern gates were adjacent to 
the west side of the courtyard. The westernmost of them was the 
Upper Gate, so named because the topography of the courtyard 
was such that there was an incline on the east-west plane, and there- 
fore the westernmost gate was higher than the other gates. The 
second gate from west to east was the Gate of Kindling, through 
which the priests would bring the wood for the fire for the altar. The 
third is the Gate of the Firstborn, through which priests would 
bring the unblemished firstborn animals to be sacrificed, as it is 
permitted to slaughter offerings of lesser sanctity on the southern 
side of the courtyard. The fourth gate is the Gate of the Water. 


The mishna explains: And why was it named the Gate of the Water? 
The reason is that through it they would bring in the vial of water 
for the water libation® on the festival of Sukkot, as they would 
ceremoniously draw the water from the Siloam Pool and bring it to 
the altar through this gate. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: And 
there was another reason for this name. It was called the Gate of the 
Water because the water that will emerge from the Holy of Holies 
in the Third Temple will trickle [mefakim]' through it, and in the 
future this water will increase and go out from under the threshold 
of the House. 


And facing these gates were four more in the north,’ which were 
also adjacent to the western side: The Gate of Jeconiah, which is 
the Gate of the Spark; the Gate of the Offering, through which they 
would bring the offerings of the most sacred order, which could be 
slaughtered only in the northern part of the courtyard; the Wom- 
en’s Gate, where women would enter the courtyard to place their 
hands on the heads of their offerings; and the Gate of the Song, 
through which they would bring the musical instruments into the 
courtyard. 


The mishna asks: And why was it called the Gate of Jeconiah? The 
reason is that through it Jeconiah left to his exile. Before Jeconiah 
was exiled by Nebuchadnezzar to Babylon he came to pray and take 
leave of the Temple, after which he exited through this gate. The 
mishna resumes the description with one of the gates that is in the 
east: The Gate of Nicanor. And it had two wickets, one on its right 
and one on its left. And there were two gates in the west that did 
not have a name, for a total of thirteen gates, including wickets. 


Trickle [mefakim] — m39: This word is used by Ezekiel (47:2): 
“And behold, there trickled forth [mefakim] waters on the right 
side” The Radak and Targum Yonatan on this verse translate this 
term as: Go out. In Rashi’s commentary on that verse and on Yoma 


LANGUAGE 


78a, and in Rabbeinu Meshulam’s commentary on Shekalim 17a, 
the following interpretation is suggested: The etymology of the 
word mefakim is from the word pakh, a cruse. In other words, the 
water flow was the width of the opening of a cruse. 


NOTES 
waww: According to the opinion of the Rabbis, that 
there were only seven gates (see 1:4), these thirteen 
prostrations corresponded to the thirteen breaches of 
the latticed fence by Greek kings when they desecrated 
the courtyard, as stated in mishna 2:3 (Rambam; Rosh; 
Tiferet Yisrael). 


In the north - yia¥a: On the ordering of the northern 
gates, see note on 34a. 


BACKGROUND 

Thirteen main gates - vwy wy why: The diagram 
below shows the location of the following: 

1. Chamber of Musical Instruments 

2. Israelite courtyard 

3. Step between Israelite courtyard and priests’ 

courtyard 

4. Gate of Kindling 

5. Gate of the Firstborn 

6. Gate of the Water 

7. Gate of the Spark 

8. Gate of the Offering 

9. Gate to the Chamber of the Hearth 

10. Women’s Gate 

11. Gate of the Song 

12. Gate of Nicanor, with wickets on either side 


13. Western gates 
14. Altar 

15. Priests’ courtyard 
16. Upper gate 


Gates of the Temple 


Water libation - 037 J0: During the festival of Sukkot, 
in addition to the other special offerings sacrificed in the 

Temple, a water libation was poured. This libation, which 

was accompanied by great festivity and ceremony, is not 
mentioned explicitly in the Torah; rather, its source is an 

oral tradition transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The water 
was drawn from the Siloam pool and poured into an 

aperture in the southwestern corner of the altar. Accord- 
ing to tradition, this aperture and the adjacent aperture, 
where wine was poured, descended to the depths of 
the earth. The water libation was brought on all seven 

days of Sukkot, including Shabbat, although it was not 
permitted to draw water for this offering on Shabbat. 
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MI SHN A 3 : 1 The outer altar?" was ten cubits tall, 

e+ and was shaped as squares one on 
top of another. The bottom square was thirty-two cubits by thirty- 
two cubits. This square ascended one cubit high and indented a 
width of one cubit on all sides until the next square, and this is the 
base of the altar. One therefore finds that the second square is thirty 
cubits by thirty cubits. This square ascended five® additional cubits 
and indented one cubit, and this indentation is called the sur- 
rounding ledge, which went around the entire altar, unlike the base, 
as explained further on. The square built above this ledge, after an 
indentation of one cubit, ascended three additional cubits; one 
therefore finds that it was twenty-eight cubits by twenty-eight 
cubits. 


At the top of the altar there were four small, hollow squares, one in 
in each corner, for the blood of the offerings that was placed on the 
corners of the altar. The space occupied by each of the corners was 
one cubit on this side, along the length of the altar, and one cubit 
on that side, along the width of the altar. One therefore finds that 
the vacant area on the roof of the altar, i.e., apart from the corners 
and the area between them, was twenty-six cubits by twenty-six 
cubits. 


Within the corners of the altar there was an area designated for the 
priests’ walking when they would move around the altar to perform 
their duties. This area was one cubit on this side and on that side, 
both for length and for width. One therefore finds that an area of 
twenty-four cubits by twenty-four cubits remained on the top of 
the altar as the area of the arrangement of wood on the altar. 


Measurements of the altar - navan nima: The altar that was con- 
structed by those who returned from the Babylonian exile, like 
the altar that will be built in the Third Temple, covered an area of 
thirty-two by thirty-two cubits. It was ten cubits high, although 
some of these were cubits of five handbreadths while others 
were cubits of six handbreadths. The total height of the altar 
was fifty-eight handbreadths, as explained in tractate Menahot 
97a-b (see Kesef Mishne). 

The structural dimensions of the altar were as follows: It 
ascended five handbreadths from the ground, at which point 
it indented a width of five handbreadths to form the base. Con- 
sequently, the size of the part above the base was thirty cubits 
and two handbreadths by thirty cubits and two handbreadths. It 
then ascended thirty handbreadths, and indented five additional 
handbreadths to form the surrounding ledge. The width of the 


part above the surrounding ledge was therefore twenty-eight 
cubits and four handbreadths by twenty-eight cubits and four 
handbreadths. Next it ascended eighteen handbreadths, on top 
of which were four hollow squares in the corners. The area of 
he squares was one cubit by one cubit, and the area designated 
or the priests’ walkway was likewise one cubit by one cubit. 
Consequently, the vacant space on the altar left for the wood 
and the fire was twenty-four cubits and four handbreadths by 
wenty-four cubits and four handbreadths, as explained in trac- 
‘ate Menahot 97a-b (see Kesef Mishne). 

The height of each corner was five handbreadths, and the 
area of each was a squared cubit. The height of the place of the 
arrangement was eighteen handbreadths. Therefore, half the 
height of the altar was twenty-nine handbreadths (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:5-8). 


Perek III 


Altar — nam: The nümbereda areas in 1 the i image below 
indicate the location of the following: 


1. Base of the altar 

2. Surrounding ledge 

3. Red line encircling the Temple altar at precisely half 
its height 

4. Place of the arrangement 

5. Corners 

6. Rim that served as a walkway for the priests 

7. One cubit extension of the base to the south 


Altar 


Ascended five - wan mw: 


Height of sections of the altar in cubits and handbreadths 
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And a red line encircled the altar - x1)» by pin) 
imin: A red line marked the midpoint of the height 
of the altar, six handbreadths below the surrounding 
ledge. This separated between the blood that was to 
be presented on the upper half of the altar and the 
blood that was to be presented on the lower half. 
Consequently, the height of the altar from the ground 
to the arrangement of wood was nine cubits of six 
handbreadths, minus one handbreadth (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:9). 


And the base of the altar would extend, etc. - tiom 
^3) ban mt: The base did not surround the altar on 
all four sides like the surrounding ledge. Rather, it 
extended along the entire northern and western sides 


of the altar, but only one cubi 


on the southern and 


eastern sides. This meant that there was no base on the 
southeastern corner, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav in tractate Zevahim 53b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:10). 


Perek III 
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Rabbi Yosei said: Initially, in the First Temple, the base of the altar 
was not thirty-two by thirty-two cubits, but only twenty-eight 
by twenty-eight cubits. It was indented one cubit for the second 
square, and another cubit for the third square, and it ascended by 
this measure, as stated above, i.e., five cubits for the surrounding 
ledge and three for the top of the altar. It also contained the width 
of one cubit for the corners, and a width of one cubit on each side 
for the priests’ passage, until one finds, i.e., the result is that that the 
area of the arrangement of wood on the altar was only twenty by 
twenty cubits. 


And when the exiles ascended from Babylonia and built the Second 
Temple, they added four cubits to the north and four cubits to 
the west to these squares, similar to the Greek letter gamma,' which 
has the shape ofa right angle. Therefore, the area of the arrangement 
of wood in the Second Temple was twenty-four by twenty-four 
cubits. 


As it is stated: “And the hearth shall be twelve long by twelve wide, 

square on its four sides” (Ezekiel 43:16). The hearth is the area of 
the arrangement of wood on the altar. From a straightforward read- 
ing of the verse, one might have thought that the area of the arrange- 
ment of wood was only twelve cubits by twelve cubits. When the 
verse states: “On its four sides,” this teaches that one measures 
twelve cubits to each side from the middle of the hearth, i.e., its 
entire area was twenty-four cubits by twenty-four cubits. 


Andared [sikra]' line encircled the altar" in the middle, i.e., at the 
midpoint ofits height, one cubit beneath the height of the surround- 
ing ledge. Its function was to separate between the blood of offer- 
ings that must be presented on the upper part of the altar and the 
blood of offerings that must be presented on the lower part of the 
altar. And the base of the altar would not encircle the altar on all 
four sides, but would extend" along the entire northern side of the 
altar, and along the entire western side. And the base would occupy 
only one cubit on the southern side and one cubit on the eastern 
side, but did not extend the rest of the length of these sides. 


Gamma - 193: This is the third letter of the Greek alphabet. The 


LANGUAGE 
Red [sikra] — 1B: This word means red in Persian, where it takes 


Greek script was well known in the talmudic era, and the forms 
of its letters served as examples for various shapes. The form of 
the capital letter gamma is a right angle like this: T, and was 
therefore used in reference to a measurement of length and width 
together. 


vA swap I mwa MI SHNA 3: 2 


PPT pavin ID pos DIP 


the form suxr. Pigment of this color was used for painting items 
or parts of the body, and for writing, among other uses. It was 
apparently based on lead oxide. 


And on the southwestern corner 
of the base of the altar, on top of the 


base, there were two holes," one to the west and the other to the 


south, which looked like two thin, nostril-like pipes, one to the west 
and the other to the south. 


And on the southwestern corner there were two holes, etc. — 
AD DAPI IW vA TT MD Ww 1: There were two holes on 
the southwestern corner of the altar, which had the appearance 
of thin, nostril-like pipes. These were called shitim, drainpipes. 
The blood of offerings placed on the western base and on the 


HALAKHA 


southern base of the altar (Kesef Mishne, citing Rabbeinu Shemaya) 
would descend through those holes and ultimately become 
mixed in the Temple courtyard drain and flow out, with the water 
used to rinse the area, to the Kidron Valley (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:11). 
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It was here that the remainder of the blood of sin offerings that is 
placed, after being sprinkled on the curtain separating the Sanctuary 
from the Holy of Holies, on the western base of the altar, and like- 
wise the blood of other offerings, which is placed, after being sprin- 
kled, on the southern base of the altar, would descend through 
those holes. And the blood poured into the drainpipes would ulti- 
mately be mixed with the water used to rinse the area in the Temple 
courtyard drain and would flow out to the Kidron Valley,’ outside 
Jerusalem. This mixture of blood and water was sold to gardeners as 
fertilizer, and the proceeds belonged to the Temple treasury. 
Below, on the floor® next to that 


MI SHNA 3 : 3 corner, there was a hollow space, 


one cubit by one cubit, and a marble tablet" covered that space, and 
a ring was fastened to the outer side of the tablet to assist in raising 
it. It was through that space that the priests would occasionally 
descend to the area under the base called the drainpipe, and they 
would descend there in order to clean it, so that the blood that had 
congealed there over time would not block the flow of blood to the 
water drain. 


And there was a ramp’ positioned to the south of the altar," by 
which the priests would ascend to the altar. This ramp would ascend 
on an incline from the ground of the altar, on its eastern side, and it 
was thirty-two cubits long by sixteen cubits wide. And the ramp 
had an empty hole [urevuva]" one cubit by one cubit, where a man’s 
arm could reach, on its western side, near the roof of the altar, where 
they would place the disqualified bird sin offerings that were dis- 
qualified not by a physical blemish but due to a disqualification of 
their owners or for some other reason. The birds were left there 
overnight, at which point they could be taken out to the place 
designated for burning. 


7 EANGUAGE 


Empty hole [revuva] — 73137: Some explain that this 
word has the same meaning as nevuva, hollow. 


— ataxia — 
And a marble tablet, etc. - ^3) ww bw xbavr: There 
was a hollow space on the floor of the courtyard near 
the southwestern corner of the altar, one cubit by one 
cubit, covered by a marble tablet with a ring fastened 
to its outer side. The priests would descend through that 
space to the drainpipe to clean it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:12). 


And there was a ramp positioned to the south of the 
altar — nara bw ata) m wap: There was a ramp to the 
south of the altar, thirty-two by sixteen cubits. It occupied 
only thirty cubits of the ground to the side of the altar, as 
the cubit of the base and the cubit of the surrounding 
ledge were positioned beneath it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:13). 


Kidron Valley — i17 ma: This map depicts the Kidron Valley, Floor — 5x7: The numbered areas in the image below depict Ramp - waa: The numbered areas in the image below depict 


the Temple Mount after it was expanded by Herod with a dia- 
gram of the Temple superimposed on it, and the surrounding 


the following: 


the following; 


1. Marble tablet, entrance to the drainpipe 1. Holes through which the blood drained out 


area. It is apparent from it that the Kidron Valley riverbed, into 2. Rings 2. Empty hole [revuva] 
which several springs flow, including the Gihon Spring, passes 3. Marble tables 3. Ramp 

near the walls of the Temple Mount. The map also illustrates that 4. Pillars 

the Temple Mount is located just above the slope of the valley, 5. Basin 


indicating that the natural place for liquids to run off from the 
Temple Mount is into the Kidron Valley. 


6. Opening of the Entrance Hall 


ee a. | de ET Ea. ni 


Aerial view of the Temple Mount and surrounding area Ramp and northern end of altar 
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And there were rings — Y7 niyavy: According to some 
commentaries, these rings were semi-circles, affixed to 
the ground on only one side. One end was fixed in the 
floor of the courtyard by means of a hinge so that it 
could be opened when the priest would insert the head 
of the animal, while the other side was merely wedged 
into the ground, so that it could be raised. Before slaugh- 
tering an offering, the priests would open the ring, insert 
the animal's head inside, and close the ring. In this man- 
ner, the head of the animal was fixed to the floor of the 
courtyard so that it was unable to move (Rosh). 


BACKGROUND 


Rings...by means of which they would slaughter 


the sacrificial animals - nx woniw oyw..niyay 
Dw pT: 


Slaughter of an offering using a ring 
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MI SHNA 3 š 4 The ramp and altar were built of 

b stone. Both the stones of the 
ramp and the stones of the altar" were taken from the Beit Kerem 
Valley, near Jerusalem. And to hew these stones they would dig 
into the ground with wooden axes beneath the virgin soil, and 
bring from there whole stones against which iron had not been 
raised. The reason is that iron disqualifies stones for the altar even 
through contact" alone. And stones are also disqualified by actual 
damage caused by any substance, not only iron. Nevertheless, 
if one of the stones of the altar or the ramp was damaged," even 
after the construction of the Temple, it alone is disqualified; it is 
replaced with another whole stone, and all the rest of the stones 
remain fit. 


And they would whitewash, i.e., color with white lime, the stones 
of the altar" twice a year, once on Passover and once on the fes- 
tival of Sukkot, i.e., before these two Festivals. And they would 
whitewash the Sanctuary, the Temple building itself, once a year, 
on the days before Passover. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: They 
would whitewash the altar every Shabbat eve, not in the same 
thorough manner with lime as on the eves of Festivals, but by 
cleaning it with a kerchief, due to the blood that was splattered 
and sprinkled on it over the course of the previous week. 


When they would whitewash the altar before Passover and Sukkot 
they would not plaster the stones with an iron whitewasher’s 
trowel, lest the trowel touch the stones and thereby disqualify 
them. The reason that iron disqualifies the stones of the altar is that 
among the uses for which iron was created is the fashioning of 
swords and knives, which are used to shorten a person's days. And 
by contrast, the altar was created in order to lengthen a person’s 
days, since by sacrificing an offering on the altar when one sins, he 
achieves atonement and thereby attains long life. It is not fitting 
that an item that shortens people’s lives should be raised against 


that which lengthens their days. 
And there were twenty-four iron 


MI SHNA 3 :S rings" fixed into the floor of the 


courtyard to the north of the altar, corresponding to the twenty- 
four priestly watches. These rings were arranged as six rows of four 
rings each; and some say the opposite, that there were four rows 
of six rings each, by means of which they would slaughter the 
sacrificial animals.” They would insert the necks of the animals into 
those rings so that the head would not move after slaughter, allow- 
ing the priest to receive all the blood that would flow from the neck. 


_ HALAKHA 


The stones of the ramp and the stones of the altar — W337 24% 
Mawar "4x1: Any stone damaged enough that a fingernail can 
be impeded on the deficiency is disqualified for use in the ramp 
and the altar, in the same manner that a knife used for slaughter 
is disqualified. These stones were brought from virgin soil, as the 
diggers would dig in the ground until they would reach a point 
that had clearly not been used for labor or construction and 
remove stones for the ramp and altar from there (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:14). 


The reason is that iron disqualifies stones through contact — 
TWI boia bnan: A stone that came into contact with iron 
is disqualified for use in construction of the altar and the ramp, 
even if it was undamaged. One who builds the ramp or altar from 


a stone that was touched by iron is liable to receive lashes. One 
who constructs the altar with a damaged stone has violated a 
positive mitzva (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 115). 


If one of the stones was damaged - 172 NN 7112352: If one of the 
stones of the altar or the ramp became damaged or came into 
contact with iron after it was used in construction of the altar or 
ramp, this stone alone is disqualified, while the others remain fit 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:16). 


And they would whitewash the stones of the altar - mam 
1px: The altar is whitewashed twice a year, before Passover and 
Sukkot. This is performed with a kerchief, not an iron trowel, lest 
the trowel touch the stones and disqualify them (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:16). 
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The slaughterhouse,’ the set place for slaughtering and flaying the 
sacrificial animals and for cutting up and washing their innards, was 
to the north of the altar, and on it there were eight low pillars 
of stone. And cedarwood squares were affixed upon them, and 
iron hooks [ve’unkelayot ]' were fixed in the wooden squares. And 
there were three rows of these hooks on each and every one of the 
wooden squares upon which the priests would suspend the animal 
after it was slaughtered. Large animals would be suspended on 
the higher hooks, and smaller animals on the lower hooks. And 
they would flay the animal’s hide onto marble tables that were 


positioned between the pillars. 
The Basin,"® in which the priests 


MI SHNA 3 ° would wash their hands and feet 


before performing the Temple service, was located in the space 
between the Entrance Hall and the altar. It was not positioned 
exactly between them but was removed somewhat toward the 
south. Between the Entrance Hall and the altar there were twenty- 
two cubits." 


And there were twelve stairs there, ™ divided into three unequal 
sets of stairs. Each stair was half a cubit high but they were of 
unequal depth. The first set consisted of four stairs, and the depth 
of the first three was a cubit, a cubit, and a cubit; and the fourth 
stair was wider than the other three and was built with rows of 
stones, containing three rows, each a cubit deep. And above this set 
of stairs there was another set. Its first stair was a cubit deep, the 
second was also a cubit deep, and the third was built with rows of 
stones, containing three rows, each a cubit deep. 


The slaughterhouse - wnavan ma: 


Pillar with hooks 


Basin - 33: A large bronze basin of water stood in the Temple 
courtyard, positioned between the altar and the Sanctuary (see 
Exodus 30:18-21). It had twelve faucets from which the priests 
would wash their hands and feet before beginning their service 
in the Temple. 


Modern reconstruction of the Basin 


1 ANAE 


Hooks [unkelayot] - yop: From the Greek àyxúñoç, 
ankulos, meaning a curved object such as a hook. 


— m 


The Basin — 337: The Basin and its base were located 
between the Entrance Hall and the altar, somewhat 
toward the south, which was to the left of one who would 
enter the Sanctuary (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 1:6). 


Between the Entrance Hall and the altar there were 
twenty-two cubits - Tax DWN ow many DANT pa: 
There were twenty-two cubits between the Entrance 
Hall and the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 5:12). 


And there were twelve stairs there — nibya Mey ow 
OW wig: One would ascend from the priests’ courtyard to 
the Entrance Hall by means of twelve stairs, each of which 
was half a cubit tall and half a cubit deep. This is in accor- 
dance with the Rambam’s version of the text of the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:4, and see 
Kesef Mishne there). 


— m 
And there were twelve stairs there — nibyn TEY Dw 
BW 17: The commentaries disagree as to the calculation 
of the twenty-two cubits mentioned here, as well as how 
many of them were taken up by the stairs, and how large 
the level area was between the stairs and the altar. Some 
say that there were three sets of stairs, with a total length 
of nineteen cubits, as follows: 1, 1,1, 3, 1, 1, 3, 1,1, 1,1, 4, where 
the numbers represent the depth of each stair in cubits, 
and a further three cubits of flat ground, which together 
cover twenty-two cubits. According to this opinion, Rabbi 
Yehuda disagrees with the first tanna in that the last stair 
was five cubits long, while the level ground was only two 
cubits (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). 

Others maintain that there were four sets of stairs; the 
first three were identical sets of two stairs of one cubit 
each, followed by a stair three cubits long. The fourth set 
consisted of two stairs, each one cubit long, and one stair 
that was four cubits long. This left one cubit of open space 
to complete the length of twenty-two cubits. According 
to this opinion, Rabbi Yehuda maintains that the upper 
stair was five cubits long, and consequently there was 
no level space at all between the stairs and the altar (Gra; 
Tiferet Yisrael). 
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HALAKHA =—W¥_—_ 
The entrance to the Entrance Hall - obi bw inns: The 
entrance to the Entrance Hall was forty cubits high and 
twenty cubits wide, and it did not have a gate. Above 
the entrance to the Entrance Hall of the Temple there 
were five oak cornices, each protruding above the other. 
Each cornice was two cubits longer than the one below 
it, one cubit on each side, and therefore the uppermost 
one was thirty cubits long. The cornices were not pressed 
against each other; rather, a layer of stone separated 
them (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:8, and 
see Kesef Mishne there). 


BACKGROUND — 


The entrance to the Entrance Hall — obi by inns: 


Gold Chains 


= 
| 


Doser ofthe 


Sant trary 0 Pa nq 


W cket 


Entrance Hall 


Doorway of Entrance Hall with five cornices above it 


Oak [meilat] — nbn: The millin tree is the Aleppo oak, 
Quercus infectoria. This tall, deciduous tree can reach a 
height of 10 m. Its long, flat leaves are about 3.5 cm in 
ength, and its fruit, known as acorns, are about 3 cm 
in length. These trees are affected by gall wasps, which 
cause the formation of galls, a natural source of tannin 
hat is used in the production of ink and leather. 


| LANGUAGE ~ 
Poles [kelonasot] - nips: Apparently from the Latin 
columna, meaning pillar, or the Greek KAwvoc, klonos, 
meaning wig or thread. In rabbinic Hebrew, it often refers 
to wooden beams or branches. 
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And the upper set consisted of five stairs, the first four of which were 
each ofa cubit, and the fifth was built with rows of stones, containing 
four rows, each a cubit deep. Accordingly, the combined depth of all 
the stairs was nineteen cubits, which extended along the length 
between the Entrance Hall and the altar. With the addition of three 
cubits of vacant space between the stairs and the altar, this yields a 
sum total of twenty-two cubits. Rabbi Yehuda disagrees with regard 
to the third set of stairs, as he says that the first four stairs of the upper 
set were each of a cubit, and the fifth was like rows of bricks five 
cubits wide. If so, the depth of the stairs was twenty cubits, which 
meant that only two cubits of level ground were left between them 


and the altar. 
MI S H N A 3 a 7 The entrance to the Entrance Hall"? 
: of the Sanctuary was forty cubits 
high and twenty cubits wide, and above it, on the outside wall of the 
Entrance Hall, were five oak [meilat]® cornices. The lowest one 
extended beyond the width of the entrance a cubit on this side, to 
the right, and a cubit on that side, to the left, and therefore its length 
was twenty-two cubits. The cornice that was above it extended two 
cubits beyond it, a cubit on this side and a cubit on that side, which 
means that its length was twenty-four cubits. The third likewise 
extended an additional cubit in each direction, as did the fourth and 
fifth cornices. Consequently, you find that the upper one was thirty 
cubits long. And there was a row of stones dividing between each 


and every cornice. 
MISHNA 3 e Q And thick poles [ukelonasot]' of 
. stone were fixed there and extended 
from the wall of the Sanctuary to support the eastern wall of the 
Entrance Hall, so that it should not tilt and fall, as the walls of the 
Entrance Hall were higher than those of the Sanctuary. And gold 
chains were fixed in the ceiling of the Entrance Hall, by which 
young priests would ascend to the ceiling and see the crowns that 
were placed in the window space of the Sanctuary for adornment. And 
from where is it derived that there were crowns at the Sanctuary? As 
it is stated: “And the crowns shall be to Helem, and to Tobijah, and 
to Jedaiah, and to Hen the son of Zephaniah, as a memorial in the 
Temple of the Lord” (Zechariah 6:14). The verse mentions crowns 
together with the names of their donors. 


And a golden ornament in the form of a vine stood at the entrance 
to the Sanctuary. This vine represented the Jewish people, who are 
compared to a vine in the verse: “You plucked up a vine out of Egypt” 
(Psalms 80:9). And the vine was hung upon poles. Whoever would 
donate an ornamental golden leaf, or grape, or cluster of grapes to 
the Temple would bring it to the Temple, and a priest would hang 
the item upon the vine. When gold was required, the Temple treasur- 
ers would remove these items from the vine as necessary. Rabbi 
Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, said: There was once an incident, and 
three hundred priests were enlisted to move the vine, due to its 
immense weight. 
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MI S H N A 4 è 1 The entrance to the Sanctuary" was 

°* twenty cubits high and ten cubits 
wide, and it had four doors: Two on the inside, i.e., on the side of 
the entrance that was adjacent to the Sanctuary, and two on the 
outside, on the side of the entrance that was adjacent to the Entrance 
Hall. As it is stated: “And the Sanctuary and the sacred area had 
two doors” (Ezekiel 41:23), i.e., two doors were adjacent to the 
Sanctuary and two were adjacent to the sacred area, which is the 
Entrance Hall. Each door was five cubits wide, so that when closed 
they would fill the space of the entrance. 


The mishna explains the function of these doors when open: The 
outer doors, near the Entrance Hall, would open into the space of 
the entrance to the Sanctuary, and their function was to cover the 
entire thickness of the wall of the Sanctuary entrance. And the inner 
doors would open into the Temple Sanctuary, and their function 
was to cover the five cubits of the Sanctuary wall that were behind 
the doors when they were open. Why was it necessary for doors to 
cover part of the wall? The reason is that the entire Temple was 
coated with gold" except for the wall that was behind the doors, 
and therefore it was appropriate for that part of the wall to be covered 
by the doors. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: The inner doors would not open into the Sanc- 
tuary. Rather, they too would stand inside the entrance when they 
were open, and in order that all four doors could open without 
interfering with one another, they were like hinged [itzteramita]" 
doors, i.e., each door comprised two plates attached by hinges, and 
therefore when they opened they would fold back. Consequently, 
the width of these outer doors after they folded was two and a half 
cubits, and likewise the width of those inner doors was two and a 
half cubits after they were folded. 


Together with half a cubit of a doorpost from here, for the outer 
doors, and half a cubit ofa doorpost from there, for the inner doors, 
the folded doors covered all six cubits of the space of the opening. 
From where is it derived that each of these doors contained two 
folding plates? As it is stated: “And the two doors had two leaves 
apiece, two turning leaves; two leaves for the one door, and two 
leaves for the other” (Ezekiel 41:24). In other words, each door had 
two sections, which turned and folded on one another. 


HALAKHA 


The entrance to the Sanctuary, etc. - anda by inns: The large 


gate of the Sanctuary was twenty cubits high and ten cubits wide, 


and it had four doors, two on the inside and two on the outside. The 
outer ones would open into the space of the entrance in order to 
cover the thickness of the wall of the entrance, while the inner doors 
would open into the Sanctuary, in order to cover the Sanctuary wall 
behind the doors (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:7). 


The reason is that the entire Temple was coated with gold, etc. - 
3) ama mp mart baw: The optimal manner in which to fulfill the 

mitzva of building the Temple is to continue to fortify the Temple 

structure and enhance it in accordance with the means of the com- 
munity, as it is stated: “To raise up the House of our God" (Ezra 9:9). 
The community must decorate it and beautify it in accordance with 

their capability. If they can coat it with gold and render it grand, this 

is a praiseworthy (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:11). 


Perek IV 


LANGUAGE 
Hinged [itzteramita] 
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- Moa wWYN: Many sources 
indicate that the correct version is isterosomata, 
from the Greek otpdpwpdtioy, strofomation, the 
connection of a door by means of a hinge. 
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MI SHNA 4 i p) And the large gate of the Sanctu- 

° ary had two wickets," one to the 
north, to the right of one who would enter the Sanctuary, and one 
to the south. No person ever entered through the gate that was 
to the south. And the wicket’s status is described explicitly by the 
prophet Ezekiel, as itis stated: “Then he brought me back the way 
of the outer gate of the Sanctuary, which looks toward the east; and 
it was shut. And the Lord said to me: This gate shall be shut; it 
shall not be opened, neither shall any man enter in by it, for the 
Lord, the God of Israel, has entered in by it; and it shall be shut” 
(Ezekiel 44:1-2). 


The northern wicket was used for entry to the Sanctuary in order 
to open its doors. The priest who would enter each morning to 
open these doors would take the key to the Sanctuary doors 
and open the northern wicket with a different key, and would 
enter the adjacent compartment through it; and he would enter 
the Sanctuary from the compartment and open its doors from 
the inside. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: The priest would not enter the Sanctuary in 
order to open the doors. Rather, the wicket had a door that would 
open into the thickness of the wall separating between the Entrance 
Hall and the Sanctuary. The priest would go there and would walk 
inside the thickness of the wall until he was found to be standing 
in between the two gates. And he would then open the outer 
doors from the inside and the inner doors from the outside. 


HALAKHA 


And the large gate of the Sanctuary had two wickets - 930” 


Sinan ay b wy mwawa: There were two wickets to the Sanc- 


tuary on the two sides of the large gate in the middle, one to 
the north and the other to the south. No one ever entered the 
Sanctuary through the wicket to the south, as it is stated in Ezekiel: 


“This gate shall be shut; it shall not be opened” (Ezekiel 44:2). The 


wicket to the north was used by the priest who would open the 
doors to the Sanctuary in the morning. He would walk between 
the two walls of the wicket until he would reach an opening to 
the Sanctuary to his left. Through there, he would enter into the 
Sanctuary and would walk to the large gate and open it (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:6). 
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MI SHNA 4 i 3 There was a series of small rooms, 

S or compartments, surrounding 
the walls of the Sanctuary on the outside, which were used by the 
priests for their various requirements. And in total there were 
thirty-eight compartments” there:" Fifteen in the north, a cor- 
responding fifteen in the south, and a further eight in the west, 
behind the Holy of Holies. 


The fifteen compartments that were in the north, and likewise 
those that were in the south, were not all situated on the same level, 
but on three floors: Five compartments on top of five others, and 
the last five on top of those five. And similarly, those that were in 
the west were located on three stories: Three compartments on 
top of three others, and the last two were longer and covered the 
entire area on top of them. 


HALAKHA 
while in the west there were three on each of the two lower stories 


And there were thirty-eight compartments there — Dyw 
DY vy Dga minw: On the outside of the Sanctuary wall there 


were empty compartments. There were thirty-eight such com- 
partments, five on each of three stories in the north and south, 


and another two above them. Accordingly, there were fifteen 
compartments in the south, fifteen in the north, and eight in the 
west (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:10). 
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And there were three openings" for each and every one of these 
compartments. If a person was standing inside a compartment, fac- 
ing the Sanctuary, there would be one opening leading to the com- 
partment on the right and one leading to the compartment on the 
left, and one leading to the compartment on top of it. And there 
were five openings in the compartment in the northeastern cor- 
ner’ of the middle story: One leading to the compartment on the 
right; and one leading to the compartment on top of it; and one 
to the circuitous pathway behind it; and one to the wicket to the 
north of the large gate of the Sanctuary, through which a priest 
would enter each morning to open the doors of the Sanctuary; 
and there was one final opening from this compartment to the 


Sanctuary itself. 
MI S HN A 4 è 4 The width of each compartment 
è in the lower story was five cubits" 
from north to south, and above them there was a constructed row 
that served as a ceiling for these compartments and a floor for the 
compartments above them, which was six cubits in width. Five of 
these cubits corresponded to the width of the compartment, while 
the additional cubit extended into the narrowing wall to allow space 
for support beams. And the width of each compartment in the 
middle story was six cubits, and there was a constructed row of 
seven cubits above them, again extending a cubit for support as the 
wall further narrowed. And the width of each compartment in the 
upper story was seven cubits, commensurate with the width of the 
row upon which they were built. 


‘These dimensions are derived from a verse, as it is stated with regard 
to the First Temple: “The lowermost story of the side structure 
was five cubits wide, and the middle one was six cubits wide, and 
the third was seven cubits wide, since on the outside he made 
recesses in the wall of the House all around, that the beams should 
not be fixed in the walls of the House” (1 Kings 6:6). These recesses 
are the two cubits by which the wall would narrow to allow the 
beams of each row to rest upon the wall for support without the 
need for holes in the walls. 


MISHNA 4: S : Anda circuitous pathway, a spiral 


staircase, would ascend" along- 
side all the walls of the compartments, from the northeast corner 
to the northwest corner, by which the priests would ascend to the 
roofs of the compartments to perform repairs, or to enter the upper 
stories above the Sanctuary. 


HALAKHA 


The openings of the compartments - PAT mna: Each com- 
partment had three openings: One on the right, one on the left, 
and one leading to the compartments on top of it. The exception 
was the compartment in the northeastern corner of the middle 
story, which had five openings: One on the right, one to the 
, one to the circuitous pathway, one 
to the compartment that contained the wicket through which 
a priest would enter each morning to open the doors of the 
Sanctuary, and one opening to the Sanctuary itself. This is the 
[he Ra'avad maintains that the wicket 
did not have a special compartment, as no such compartment 
is included in the list. Rather, the wicket was to the east of the 
compartment in the northeastern corner (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


compartment on top of i 


opinion of the Rambam. 1 


Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:11). 


the floor of the compartment of the next story. The compartments 
of the middle story were six cubits in width, covered with a row 
of seven cubits, while the uppermost compartments were seven 
cubits wide (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:9). 


And a circuitous pathway would ascend, etc. - nny napay 
3) mhiy: From the northeast corner a circuitous pathway, which 
was a spiral staircase (Kesef Mishne, citing Rashi and Radak), would 
rise to the northwest corner, by which the priests would ascend 
to the roof of the compartments. The priest would ascend the 
circuitous pathway as follows: He would start from the northeast 
corner and move along the northern wall, facing the west. In this 
manner, he would walk along the entire northern side until he 
reached the west side. When he reached the western side, he 
would turn to face south, and would walk along the western side 


The width of each compartment in the lower story was five 
cubits, etc. — 15) mwan minna: The Sanctuary was surrounded 
by porches [gezuztraot] that protruded outside the wall of the 
circuitous pathway. The lowest compartment was five cubits wide, 
with a row above it of six cubits that served as its ceiling and as 


until he reached the southern side. Upon reaching the southern 
side, he would turn to face east, and would walk along the south- 
ern side until he reached the entrance of the upper story above 
the Sanctuary, as the entrance of this upper story was in the south 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:12). 


BACKGROUND 


Compartment in the northeastern corner — mW)? 
mjay: 


Cutaway of the compartments in the northeastern corner 
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In the entrance of this upper story there were two 
poles, etc. — iar nipaibs nw wa myy Sw anna: There 
were two posts made of cedarwood in the entrance 
to the upper story above the Sanctuary, via which the 
priests would ascend to the roof of the upper story 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:13). 


In the upper story above. the Sadia a 
there were tips of wooden posts that served to divide 
between the section of the roof that was above the 
Sanctuary and the section that was above the Holy of 
Holies (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:13). 


And there were trapdoors open in the upper story — 
mya Dmna vI por: There were trapdoor-like open- 
ings in the upper story that led to the Holy of Holies. 
Through these openings they would lower artisans in 
closed containers into the Holy of Holies, so that they 
would not gaze upon the Hall of the Holy of Holies 
while renovating it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 4:13). 


The height of the Sanctuary — bean maa: The Sanctu- 
ary built by those who returned from the Babylonian 
exile was one hundred cubits tall, as follows: There 
was a Sealed structure on the ground that served as 
a foundation for the Sanctuary building, and this was 
six cubits high. Above it, the height of the Sanctuary 
wall was forty cubits. Further up there was a cubit for 
ornamentation, and then two cubits for the water that 
dripped [dalaf] from the roof, called the Chamber of the 
Water Descent [Beit Dilfa], and a cubit for the ceiling, and 
a cubit of plaster. Above them, there was an upper story 
of forty cubits, again followed by a cubit for ornamenta- 
tion, two cubits for the dripping water, a cubit for the 
ceiling, and a cubit of plaster. Lastly, there was a parapet 
three cubits high, on top of which there was a sword- 
like metal platter a cubit high, whose purpose was to 
prevent birds from perching there. This yields a total of 
one hundred cubits (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 4:3). 


The sealed structure [otem] was six cubits — ovixt 
Minx ww: Some say that the otem is referring to the 
foundation of the Sanctuary building (Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura; Tiferet Yisrael). Others claim that the otem 
was not part of the structure itself but merely appeared 
as such. They explain that the Entrance Hall and the 
Sanctuary were erected on ground that was six cubits 
higher than the floor of the courtyard, as stated earlier 
that one would ascend to the Entrance Hall by means 
of twelve stairs each of which was half a cubit tall, for 
a total of six cubits. Since the courtyard was constantly 
dusty from the dirt of this exposed ascending ground, it 
was necessary to have a short wall around the Sanctu- 
ary to stop the dirt spreading everywhere and spoiling 
the appearance of the Temple. This wall was the otem, 
which looked like the base of the Sanctuary, but that 
was not actually the case (Rosh; Tosefot Yom Tov, citing 
Rambam; Rabbi Avraham Shimon Troib). 


The connecting beams [beit dilfa] - mabe ma: Some 
maintain that this refers to the beams that supported 
the ceiling (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura; Tiferet Yisrael). 
Others say that this was a receptacle for the water that 
dripped [dalfu] from the roof when it would rain, to 
prevent the walls of the Temple from being spoiled by 
the rain (Rambam; Rabbeinu Shemaya). 
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The priest would ascend the circuitous pathway from the northeast 
corner along the northern wall, facing west. He would in his ascent 
walk along the entire northern side until at the top he would reach 
the west side, on the roof of the compartments. He would reach 
the west side and then turn to his left to face south, and would 
walk upon the roof of the compartments along the west side until 
he would reach the south side. 


He would reach the south side and again turn left, so that he was 
facing east, where he would enter another pathway that ascended 
from the roof of the compartments in the west to the entrance of 
the upper story above the Sanctuary in the southeast. He would 
then walk and ascend on this pathway along the entire south side 
until he would reach the entrance of the upper story above the 
Sanctuary, as the entrance of this upper story was open toward the 
south. And in the entrance of this upper story there were two 
poles" of cedarwood, with wooden rungs, via which they would 
ascend to the roof of the upper story. 


Since this upper story covered the entire roof of the Sanctuary 
building, including the Holy of Holies, it was necessary to have a 
distinguishing mark between the area of the Sanctuary and that of 
the Holy of Holies, and therefore there were tips of wooden posts" 
that served to divide in the upper story between the Sanctuary 
and the Holy of Holies. And there were trapdoors that were open 
in the floor of the upper story," which led to the Hall of the Holy 
of Holies, through which they would lower the artisans in closed 
containers, tied with ropes, into the Holy of Holies, so that their 
eyes would not gaze upon the Hall of the Holy of Holies while 


they were renovating it. 
MI S HN A 4 í And the dimensions of the Sanc- 
s tuary building, including the 
Entrance Hall, the Sanctuary, the compartments, the circuitous 
pathway, and all their walls, were one hundred cubits by one hun- 
dred cubits, with a height of one hundred cubits." The mishna 
provides the details of this height of one hundred cubits: The height 
of the sealed structure that served as the foundation of the Sanctu- 
ary walls was six cubits," and the height of the Sanctuary wall itself 
was forty cubits. And another cubit was for gold-plated engravings 
that served as ornamentation, and two cubits for the connecting 
beams," which connected the ceiling to the walls, and a cubit for 
the ceiling itself, and a cubit of plaster, which was a mixture of mud 
and lime that served to cover the ceiling and render it level. 


Sanctuary... 


` BACKGROUND 


a height of one hundred cubits - nga 0n.b: 


sanctuary 


Haight ci thi 
Sanciwary 
Building 


Cross-section of the Sanctuary building viewed from the south 
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And the height of the upper story above the Sanctuary was forty 
cubits, like the height of the Sanctuary itself, and there was another 
cubit for ornamentation, and two cubits for the connecting 
beams, and a cubit for the ceiling itself, and a cubit of plaster, 
and three cubits for a parapet on the roof of the upper story, and 
another structure of one additional cubit framing the building, 
which was sharp as a sword. This cubit served to prevent birds 
from perching there and was called the spikes for eliminating the 
ravens."® The total height of these items amounted to one hundred 
cubits. Rabbi Yehuda says: The spikes for eliminating the ravens 
were not included in the measure of one hundred cubits; rather, 
the height of the parapet was four cubits, and this accounted for 


the additional cubit. 
MI S HN A 4 ‘ Fi The previous mishna teaches that 
. the length of the Sanctuary build- 
ing, including the Entrance Hall, Sanctuary, Holy of Holies, com- 
partments, and the circuitous pathway, was one hundred cubits 
from east to west."® The mishna provides the details of this mea- 
surement from the east: The thickness of the wall of the Entrance 
Hall was five cubits; and the Entrance Hall itself was eleven cubits; 
the wall of the entrance to the Sanctuary was six cubits; and the 
length of the Sanctuary inside was forty cubits. 


‘There was another cubit that separated between the Holy of Holies 
and the Sanctuary, known as the amah teraksin.‘ In the First Temple, 
this was a cubit-width wall, and in the Second Temple, there were 
two curtains with a cubit of space between them. And the Hall of 
the Holy of Holies was another twenty cubits. The outer wall of 
the Holy of Holies, which was the western wall of the Sanctuary 
building, was six cubits; and the middle story of the compartment 
between it and the Holy of Holies was six cubits; and the wall of 
the compartment was five cubits thick. This yields a total of one 
hundred cubits in length. 


The cubit of the spikes for eliminating the ravens — xa Tmax 
diy: The Temple courtyards, including the priests’ courtyard and 
the site of the altar, were not roofed. As the meat of offerings was 
always present there, steps had to be taken to keep away ravens 
and other carnivorous birds. Furthermore, the Temple courtyards 
were adjacent to the Sanctuary, which due to its height was apt 
to become a gathering place for ravens. Therefore, spiked metal 
plates were placed on top of the Sanctuary to deter birds from 


landing there. 


BA 


One hundred cubits from east to west - 772 Iw nwan 
mats: The letters in the image below depict the location of the 
following elements of the Sanctuary building, along with their 
relative lengths in cubits: 

A. Entrance Hall wall 
B. Entrance Hall 
C. Sanctuary wall 
D. Sanctuary 
E. Curtains 


Model of Sanctuary with spikes for eliminating the ravens according to Rambam $ 


. Holy of Holies 

. Sanctuary wall 

H. Compartment 

. Compartment wall 


O 


Length of Sanctuary building 


The spikes for eliminating the ravens - aiy mbp: Some 
say that this was a razor-sharp framework around the 
entire thickness of the walls on the outside, to prevent 
ravens from resting there (Rambam; Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura; Tiferet Yisrael). Others explain that it consisted 
of one-cubit-wide metal plates with spikes (Rosh; Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Tiferet Yisrael). Alternatively, 
some claim that it was a scarecrow (Arukh). 

The reason they did not want birds to rest on the 
Sanctuary walls was that the birds might soil the walls or 
bring a ritually impure item from elsewhere and place it 
there (Tiferet Yisrael). 


| HALAKHA 

The length of the Sanctuary building - w3pran ma pix: 
The length of the Sanctuary and the Entrance Hall was 
one hundred cubits, as follows: The Sanctuary included 
four walls, with three spaces between these walls. The 
distance between the westernmost wall and the wall 
adjacent to it was five cubits, the distance between the 
second and third walls was six cubits, and there were six 
cubits between the third and fourth walls. These mea- 
surements of five, six, and six include the thickness of 
the walls and the space between the walls, where the 
compartments were located (Kesef Mishne). The Holy of 
Holies was twenty cubits long, and there was a cubit 
space, marked by two curtains, between that room and 
the Sanctuary. The Sanctuary was forty cubits long, while 
its eastern wall, where the main entrance was situated, 
extended for six cubits. The Entrance Hall was eleven 
cubits, and the thickness of the Entrance Hall’s wall was 
five cubits. This yields a total length of one hundred cubits 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:4, and see 
Kesef Mishne there). 


————— LANGUAGE ——————_— 
The cubit-width wall separating the Holy of Holies 
from the Sanctuary [amah teraksin] - POP Tax: 
Apparently Greek in origin, the precise meaning of the 
word teraksin is unclear, as no known Greek term is an 
exact synonym. It could be related to tnphowv, téréson, 
meaning guard or overseer. Another possibility is that it is 
derived from a combination of two words: 8Upacl, thurasi, 
meaning door, entrance, or outside, and Zow8ev, esothen, 
meaning inner or inside. The combination would mean 
outside-inside, as the term is explained in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, since it separated between the innermost part 
of the building, the Holy of Holies, and the outer part, 
the Sanctuary. A third derivation is the Greek Opryxóç, 
thrinkos, meaning wall or fence. 
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BACKGROUND 

The width from the north to the south — jiax7 ja 
pint: The numbers in the image below represent 
length in cubits; the letters depict the location of the 
following: 

A. Circuitous pathway wall 

B. Circuitous pathway 

C. Compartment wall 

D. Compartment 

E. Compartment wall 

F. Sanctuary 


Width of Sanctuary building 


NOTES 
The Chamber of the Water Descent - man nTn ma: 
Some explain that this was a space for rain to drain 
down from the roof of the Sanctuary. Others maintain 
that pipes ran through here transporting water from a 
spring to the place of immersion known as Solomon's 
Pools (Rosh). 
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The width of the Sanctuary — W777 ma Ant: The width of the 
building of the Sanctuary and the Entrance Hall from north to 
south was one hundred cubits, as follows: The thickness of the 
wall of the Entrance Hall was five cubits, and there were ten cubits 
between the wall of the Entrance Hall and the northern wall of 
the Sanctuary. There were forty cubits on the northern side of the 
Sanctuary, and forty cubits on the southern side. Together with 
twenty cubits of the width of the inside of the Sanctuary itself, this 


The width of the Sanctuary from the north to the south® was sev- 
enty cubits, as follows:" The thickness of the wall of the circuitous 
pathway, which ascended to the roof of the compartments, was five 
cubits; and the width of the circuitous pathway itself was three 
cubits; the thickness of the wall of the compartment was five 
cubits; and the width of the compartment itself was six cubits; the 
thickness of the wall of the Sanctuary was six; and the width of the 
inside of the Sanctuary was twenty cubits. 


The mishna continues: The thickness of the southern wall of the 
Sanctuary was six cubits; and the width of the compartment in the 
south was six cubits; and the thickness of the wall of the compart- 
ment was five cubits; and the width of the Chamber of the Water 
Descent," i.e., a vacant area adjacent to the wall of the compart- 
ments where rainwater would fall from the roof of the Sanctuary, 
was three cubits; and the thickness of the wall of the Chamber of 
the Water Descent was five cubits. This amounts to a width of 
seventy cubits. 


The Entrance Hall, to the east of the Sanctuary, was thirty cubits 
wider than it, fifteen cubits to the north, which were ten cubits of 
space to the north of the circuitous pathway and five cubits of the 
width of the Entrance Hall wall, and a similar fifteen cubits to the 
south, next to the Chamber of the Water Descent. And this space 
was called the Chamber of the Knives [HaHalifot], as there the 
priests would store the knives" for the slaughter of the offerings 
when they were not being used or when it was not their time to 
perform the Temple service, as the verse states: “Nine and twenty 
knives [mahalafim]” (Ezra 1:9). 


And in this manner the entire building of the Sanctuary, including 
the Entrance Hall and the Holy of Holies, was narrow in back, i.e., 
in the west, as the Sanctuary was seventy cubits wide, and broad in 
front," in the east, since the Entrance Hall was one hundred cubits 
wide; and this shape was similar to a lion [ari], as it is stated: 

“Ah, Ariel, Ariel, the city where David encamped” (Isaiah 29:1). 
Just as a lion is narrow in back and broad in front, so too, the 
Sanctuary was narrow in back and broad in front. 


HALAKHA 

As there the priests would store the knives — ny omia oww 
p»apm: If the blade of a knife used in the Temple was detached 
from its handle or was damaged, it is not returned or sharpened. 
Rather, it is stored away between the Sanctuary and the Entrance 
Hall to the south, and a new knife is manufactured to replace it. 
The reason is that repairing knives is a practice of the poor, and 
there is no room for acts of poverty in a place of wealth. In other 
words, actions in the Temple, as in any public project, were not 
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makes a total of one hundred cubits. The Ra'avad writes that there 

was no wall at all between the Entrance Hall and the Sanctuary, as 

indicated by the statement in the mishna that the Sanctuary was 

narrow in back and broad in front, i.e., it was all one building, and 

therefore the width of the Entrance Hall is included in the calcula- 
tion of width of the Sanctuary (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 4:5, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


performed on a small scale or in limited quantities; rather, they 
were performed generously (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 1:15). 


And the Sanctuary was narrow in back and broad in front — 
wah ann yin Ww bm: The Sanctuary was narrow in back 
and broad in front, like a lion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 4:9). 
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MI SHNA 5 r 1 The dimensions of the entire 

e+ Temple courtyard,’ from the east- 
ern edge of the Israelite courtyard to the end of the eleven cubits 
behind the Holy of Holies, were a length of 187 cubits by a width 
of 135 cubits. 


The mishna elaborates: The length of the courtyard" from the east 
to the west was 187 cubits, divided as follows: The area of access 
for the Israelites, known as the Israelite courtyard, was eleven 
cubits. The area of access for the priests to walk and serve, which 
was to the west of the Israelite courtyard, was likewise eleven cubits. 
The altar was thirty-two cubits. There were twenty-two cubits 
between the Entrance Hall and the altar; and the rampart, i.e., the 
Sanctuary building, was one hundred cubits long. And there was 
an additional eleven cubits of space behind the Hall of the Ark 
Cover, the Holy of Holies, which was at the western end of the 


Sanctuary. This yields a total of 187 cubits. 
The dimensions of the courtyard’s 


MISHNA S : 2 width®™ from the north to the 


south was a total of 135 cubits.From the ramp to the altar was 
sixty-two cubits." There were eight cubits from the altar to the 
fixed rings, the four rows of six rings, through which the heads of 
the sacrificial animals were placed for slaughter. 


From the ramp to the altar was sixty-two cubits - waa 
DA Dew nanah: The Gemara in tractate Zevahim (62b) raises 
an apparent contradiction between this statement and the 
statements in chapter 3 (35b-36a) that the length of the altar 
was thirty-two cubits while the length of the ramp was thirty- 
two cubits, which yields a total of sixty-four cubits, not sixty-two. 


The length of the courtyard - 717 Jx: The length of the 
courtyard, not including the women’s courtyard, was 187 cubits, 
divided in the following manner: There were eleven cubits from 
the western wall of the courtyard to the western wall of the 
Sanctuary building. The length of the entire Sanctuary building 
was one hundred cubits. Between the altar and the Entrance 
Hall there was a space of twenty-two cubits, and the altar was 
thirty-two cubits. The priests’ courtyard was eleven cubits, as 
was the Israelite courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 5:12). 


a 


The courtyard’s width - 497 ani: The width of the courtyard 
was 135 cubits, divided in the following manner from north to 


The Gemara there answers that the length of the ramp did in 
fact cover thirty-two cubits of the ground, but for two of these 
cubits the ramp overhung the base and the surrounding ledge, 
which means that together with the altar it covered sixty-two 
cubits (Tosefot Yom Tov; Tiferet Yisrael). 


south: The distance from the northern wall to the area where 
the sacrificial animals were flayed and sliced on pillars was 
eight cubits. The width of the area of the pillars was twelve 
and a half cubits. The width of the area of the eight marble 
tables, on which the priests would place the pieces of the offer- 
ings and rinse the sacrificial meat before cooking it, was eight 
cubits. Next to that was the area of the rings, where they would 
slaughter the sacrificial animals, which was twenty-four cubits 
wide. Between the rings and the altar was a distance of eight 
cubits. The altar was thirty-two cubits long and the ramp thirty, 
after which there was a distance of twelve and a half cubits to 
the southern wall. This yields a total of 135 cubits (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:13-15). 


Perek V 


_ BACKGROUND ~ 
Dimensions of the entire Temple courtyard — any bs: 
The letters in the image below depict the location of the 
following: 

A. Israelite courtyard: 11 cubits 

B. Priests’ courtyard: 11 cubits 

C. Altar: 32 cubits 

D. Between Entrance Hall and altar: 22 cubits 

E. Length of Sanctuary building: 100 cubits 

F. Behind the place of the Ark Cover: 11 cubits 


Total length of Temple courtyard: 187 cubits 


The courtyard’s width — mY ans: The letters in the 
image below depict the location of the following: 

A. Remainder, comprising pillars and area between ramp 

and southern wall: 25 cubits 

B. Ramp and altar: 62 cubits 

C. From altar to rings: 8 cubits 

D. Rings: 24 cubits 

E. From rings to tables: 4 cubits 

F. From tables to pillars: 4 cubits 

G. From pillars to northern wall: 8 cubits 


Total width of Temple courtyard: 135 cubits 
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NOTES 

From the tables to the low pillars — poy nipa ja: The 
mishna does not specify how many cubits were occupied by 
he space of the tables themselves. In tractate Yoma (16b), 
Rashi and Josafot state that the area of the tables was four 
cubits wide, and this is included in the tally of twenty-five 
cubits mentioned at the end of the mishna. Others claim 
hat the tables occupied eight cubits (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:14). Some commentaries explain that 
according to the Rambam, the statement of the mishna: 
From the rings to the tables there were four cubits; from 
he tables to the low pillars there were four cubits, means 
hat from the rings until half the area occupied by the tables 
here were four, and from half the area occupied by the 
ables until the low pillars there were an additional four 
cubits (Kesef Mishne; Tiferet Yisrael). 

According to other commentaries, the four cubits from 
he tables to the low pillars included the area of the tables 
hemselves. The reason the area of the tables is not counted 
separately is that they were very close to the pillars, in order 
0 facilitate the flaying of the animal. Furthermore, it is pos- 
sible that the tables were not fixed to one spot but were 
moved as necessary within this area of four cubits adjacent 
o the pillars. Consequently, the mishna does not mention 
he space the tables occupied, as they were not always in 
he same place (Rashash). 


That were in the north — is¥aw: According to many 
versions of the mishna, this should read: That were in the 
south. 


That were in the south — pivtaw: According to many 
versions of the mishna, this should read: That were in the 
north. 


LANGUAGE 
Low pillars [nanasin] — p33: From the Greek vãvoç, nanos, 
meaning low or short. The term can refer both to short 
people and to short or low objects. 


BACKGROUND 
The three chambers that were in the south — maw) 
Diva: Opinions vary as to the exact placement of the 
gates and chambers in the Temple, based on the mishna. 


Three northern chambers 
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The area of the rings itself was twenty-four cubits, and from the 
rings to the tables, on which the animals were rinsed, there were 
an additional four cubits. From the tables to the low pillars 
[velananasin], on which the animals were suspended for flaying, 
there were an additional four cubits. From the low pillars to the 
courtyard wall there were eight cubits. The total up to this point 
is 110 cubits. And the twenty-five-cubit remainder from the total 
width of 135 cubits included the area between the ramp and the 
southern wall, and also included the area filled by the low pillars 
themselves, which was not included in the above count. 

There were six chambers in the 


MISHNA S : 3 Israelite courtyard," three in the 


north and three in the south. The chambers that were in the north" 
were the Chamber of the Salt, in the eastern corner; the Chamber 
of the Parva, which was west of it, and the Chamber of the Rinsers, 
which was to the west of that. 


The mishna explains the reason for these names. The Chamber of 
the Salt was where the priests would place in storage the salt that 
was placed on every offering (see Leviticus 2:13). The Chamber 
of the Parva was where they would salt the hides of sacrificial 
animals, which belonged to the priests, to prevent them from spoil- 
ing. It was named after the sorcerer who built it (see Yoma 35a). And 
on the roof of that chamber was the Hall of Immersion for the 
immersions performed by the High Priest on Yom Kippur, when 
he changed from his golden vestments to his white vestments and 
back again. The Chamber of the Rinsers was where they would 
rinse the innards, i.e., the stomach and the abomasum, of the sac- 
rificial animals, which were not taken up to the altar while dirty or 
with undigested food remaining in them. And from there a circular, 
spiral staircase ascended to the roof of the Chamber of the Parva. 
MI S HNA S " 4 The three chambers that were 

5 in the south"? of the courtyard 
were the Chamber of the Wood, the Chamber of the Wheel, and 
the Chamber of Hewn Stone. With regard to the Chamber of the 
Wood, Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, who is the tanna of the mishnayot 
in this tractate, said: I forgot what purpose that chamber served. 
Abba Shaul says: It was the High Priest’s chamber, and it was 
behind the two other chambers, the Chamber of the Wheel and the 
Chamber of Hewn Stone, as it was as large as both of them together; 
and the roof of all three of these chambers was level. Since the three 
were attached, they shared a roof. 


HALAKHA 
outside the courtyard. It had two entrances: One to the sacred 


The chambers that were in the courtyard - nwwa vaw mow: 
There were eight chambers in the Israelite courtyard, three in 
the north, three in the south, and two more to the sides of the 
eastern gate. The ones in the south were the Chamber of the 
Salt, where salt was placed on the offerings; the Chamber of the 
Parva, where the priests would salt the hides of the sacrificial 
animals and on whose roof there was the Hall of Immersion 
for the immersions performed by the High Priest on Yom Kip- 
pur; and the Chamber of the Rinsers, where the priests would 
rinse the innards of sacrificial animals and from where a spiral 
staircase ascended to the roof of the Chamber of the Parva. The 
three chambers in the north were: First, the Chamber of Hewn 
Stone, which was the permanent location of the Great Sanhe- 
drin of seventy-one judges. It was located halfin the sacred area, 
i.e., in the Temple courtyard, and half in the non-sacred area, 


area and the other to the non-sacred area. The second chamber 
in the north was the Chamber of the Wheel, which had a fixed 
cistern and a wheel, with which they would supply water for 
use in the entire Temple courtyard. The third was the Chamber 
of the Wood, which was the High Priest's chamber, and which 
was also called the Parhedrin Chamber (see Lehem Mishne on 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 1:7). This 
chamber was located behind the Chamber of Hewn Stone and 
the Chamber of the Wheel, and the roofs of all three of these 
chambers were level. The two chambers in the east were the 
Chamber of Pinehas the Dresser, to the right of the eastern 
gate; and the Chamber of the Preparer of the Griddle-Cake 
Offering, to the left of that gate (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 5:17). 
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The Chamber of the Wheel was called by this name because there 
was a fixed cistern there, and the wheel, with a rope and bucket 
attached for drawing water, was positioned over it. And from there 
they would supply drinking water for use in the entire Temple 
courtyard. 


The Chamber of Hewn Stone was named after the square hewn 
stones from which it was constructed, unlike the rest of the Temple. 
These special stones were used in honor of the Sanhedrin. It was 
situated partly in the Temple courtyard and partly outside the court- 
yard. And there, in the section of the Chamber of Hewn Stone 
outside the courtyard, the Great Sanhedrin of Israel, the seventy- 
one judges, would convene and judge the priesthood." In other 
words, every day they would judge whether the priests who came 
to serve for the first time were of fit lineage, and likewise whether 
any priest had developed a blemish that disqualified him from 
performing the Temple service. 


And a priest in whom a disqualification was found due to flawed 
lineage would wear black garments and would wrap his head in a 
black cloth, in a display of sorrow and mourning; and he would 
emerge from the Temple and go on his way, because he was not fit 
for service as a priest. 


And any priest in whom a disqualification was not found would 
wear white garments and wrap his head in a white cloth, in a display 
of joy, and would enter and serve with his fellow priests. And if 
the judges determined that all the priests who were brought before 
them were fit to serve, the Sanhedrin would make a feast celebrating 
the fact that no disqualification was found among the offspring 
of Aaron the priest. And they would say as follows: Blessed be 
the Omnipresent, blessed be He, as no disqualification was found 
among the offspring of Aaron. And blessed be He Who chose 
Aaron and his sons to stand and serve before God in the House 
of the Holy of Holies, the Temple. 
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HALAKHA 

The Great Sanhedrin of Israel would « convene and 
TT NN TIN: The Chamber of Hewn stone was iad 
permanent location of the Great Sanhedrin of seventy- 
one judges. The main daily task of these judges was 
to examine the priests to ensure that all those per- 
forming the Temple service were unblemished and 
of fit lineage for performing the Temple service. Any 
priest who was found to be of flawed lineage would 
wear black garments and would wrap his head in a 
black cloth, and would leave the Temple courtyard. 
And any priest in whom a disqualification of lineage 
was not found would wear white garments and wrap 
his head in a white cloth, and would enter the Temple 
and serve with his fellow priests. One who was of fit 
lineage but had a blemish would sit in the Chamber of 
the Woodshed and examine the logs set aside for the 
arrangement on the altar, to determine if they were 
infested by worms. This priest would receive a share 
in the sacrificial meat together with the priests of his 
patrilineal family. This ruling is in accordance with the 
mishna here and the mishna in Zevahim 98b (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 6:11). 
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442...Chamber of the Lambs 
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275... The Dead Sea — nbn [aj 
444... Jericho — immy 
425. . „Jaundice [yerakon] — pY. 
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487...Ramp — waa 
433.. .Kor -53 
387...Samaritans [Kutim] - Dm3 
Wall where — »mryan bmi 
479...the eastern gate was located 
387...When he came — 80N '3 
489...Basin — 33 
497...Dimensions of the entire Temple courtyard — mwaha 
422...Diverse kinds — oxda 
459...Spoon and smaller vessel [bazekh] — V292 
331...Vetch [karshinin] — paws 


5 


438. ..Does not bear fruit - KPa Pay xb 

463... To prostrate himself - minmwAd 

Levites keep watch — ninipa TN) wya ob 
420.. .in twenty-one places 

324. ..Gap — bb 

The three chambers — nia mows 
498...that were in the south 

435...Chamber of Hewn Stone — nat nav 


n 


424...Megillat Ta'anit — mya nyaa 

430...Mechanism — 93312 

485...Altar -nam 

One who has not yet brought — w433 Twin 
303...an atonement offering 


429, 459...Coal pan — nnn 

438...Hackberry tree — wa 

490. ..Oak [meilat] — non 

Squeezing out the blood — qiy7 nyn ns» 
305...from a bird sin offering 

364...Malmala — shon 

One hundred cubits - TA% TXA IWA nyan 
495....from east to west 


The width from the north - ninth pipy7 pa 
496...to the south 


Its large intestine — Dhab wa 
408.. .is used as strings for lyres 
357. ..Mat - yan 

481...Leper [metzora] — yia 
430...Place of the ashes — won nipa 


A) 
320, 480...Nazirite — m 
322, 487 ...Kidron Valley — inp on 
483...Water libation — nat D) 
424... Stiff felt [namta] — KTA KOT 
One finds that — ngia Da7 Mwy NKY) 
482....the priests’ courtyard was higher 
322...Libations — poo 
395.. .ls performed below — yah myy 


K 
355...Primary source of ritual impurity — TINT IN 
423...Belt - WI% 
450... Tail -79% 
The cubit of the spikes - suiy sp max 
495...for eliminating the ravens 
344...Mere support — xgwa KIDDY 
Even its wool produces sound — nhan niwyh is Ax 
408.. .as it is used to prepare sky-blue wool 
There were four chambers — "pian maa vg niay? yox 
474. . in the four corners of the Chamber of the Hearth 
442. .. There were four chambers there — DW wi mow> yas 
373...Window — man 


334... Tree worshipped as idolatry — wx 


=i 
441. ..Come and participate in the lottery — wam xia 
475...Patrilineal priestly family - 2% ma 
449. . Rinsing site — pwan ma 
475...Chamber of the Hearth — pian ma 
444, 489...The slaughterhouse — o»napag ma 
425...Bathroom - XB ma 
271...In the north — jia¥a 
457...Priestly Benediction — pat n393 
- wpa maa ony oat ninipa wows 
The priests keep watch in three places 
471...in the Temple 


436...Gold vine — 2m Da 


379...Gourds — puis 
445...Removal of ash from the Candelabrum — nyaan wt 


n 
425...Edema [hidrokan] — piri 
The priests began - Aa war nx 119) pyna poy bon 
437...faising logs to assemble the arrangement of wood 


Sanctuary... a height of — nya on..b>7 
494...one hundred cubits 


450....They went and placed — oun wba 
310... Those who learn before the Sages — 5230 23 prada 


416...The appointed priest — mayan 
380...Bloodletting — mpa 


t 
460. .. Throwing of the shovel — 7a wan NPN 


n 
429...High Priest's daily griddle-cake offering — wwan 
442...Seals — nianin 
303.. .Bird sin offering — ipa nxen 
291...His sin offering — inxwn 
363...Robe — pon 
481... Fifteen stairs — nibya mwy wan 
382...A deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor — ppp) mew wan 


v 
303...One who immersed that day — ov bap 
Rings...by means of — mo Tpa ny myn Poyw..myap 
488...which they would slaughter the sacrificial animals 
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497...The courtyard’s width — wat anh 
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There were seven gates - Awa yt DWY myI 
473...in the courtyard 


330...Dovecote full of pigeons — m1 xn Jaw 
438...Rub them ay) ow 

451... Thirteen tables — niw mwy vow 

483... Thirteen main gates — aww wy aww 
435... Two bowls of frankincense — mia Daw 


Two tables - was by awaa ow 
451...0n the western side of the ramp 


418...Gate of the Spark — yixin ww 
419...Gates of the Chamber of the Hearth — 3piaa ma ww 


Two groups — Mtpawsa pada nin mw 
429...would walk along the portico 
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492...Compartments — DNI 
402...Doves and pigeons — mi 931 prin 
Doves — par IYW maim pot WT KIW pin 
whose time has not yet arrived 
321...0r pigeons whose time has passed 


278...Shall stand unresolved [teiku] — n 

408... Tekhelet — nhan 

319. . Substitute [temura] - man 

The tanna of the school —bxyavy IVIT an 
306. ..of Rabbi Yishmael taught 

365... Teruma — mann 

337...New collection - Awan mana 

309... The removal of the ashes — wan nana 
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433...Surrounding ledge and circular heap — mam a30 
368...Sota — TVD 
478...Latticed fence — 31D 


y 
324...Round cakes of dried and pressed figs — abot say 


281...Burnt offering — aby 
480...Women's courtyard — wat mw 
485...Ascended five — wan mw 

444. ..Cities of [arei] Mikhvar — maam Wy 
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The meeting between - TUPIK Dita pia mums 
424.. .the High Priest and Alexander the Macedonian 
460...Pesakhter - 10309 
His heart rate accelerates — K9¥3 ma np 
380...and flies like a bird 
4go...The entrance to the Entrance Hall — obi bw inns 
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464...Frontplate — yx 


P 
358...Fig cutters — MINI YY iP 
337, 462 .. Incense - nip 
437...Knots — "bp 
380...Innards — ova? 
363...AX— oi? 
Compartment in — m3% MIWA pI? 

493...the northeastern corner 


5 
Its head to the south — swab wap ort Ww 
447....and its face to the west 


416...Rooster [gever] — 323 
355... Body [geviyya] — T 
455...Fish [guldenei] — ats 
372... Treasurer [gizbar] — 733 
486...Gamma -NAA 
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381...Chest [deluskema] — Napp 


gi 
435. . Exaggerated [havai] — «37 
454. .. Darkness [havra] - x137 
425...Edema [hidrokan] — pit 
473...Mount of Anointment [Har Hamishha] — anwiait 17 


n 
458...Attendants [hazanim] - ain 


x 
415, 471 ...Avtinas — DYVIN 
489...Hooks [unkelayot] - nvopx 
296...Sacrificial portions [eimurim] — mW 
426...Delicate person [istenis] — DIVEIN 
426, 472... The man [ish] of the Temple Mount — man 17 wy 
418. ..Portico [akhsadra] — nT% 
434...Kindling [alita] -pbg 


The cubit-width wall separating the — pppw max 
495...Holy of Holies from the Sanctuary [amah teraksin] 


426. ..Disrespect [afkiruta] — KYPIX 
454...Africa [Afriki] — "99% 
491...Hinged [itzteramita] — TWYN 


al 


372...Bathhouse attendant [ballan] — pa 
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406...Fledgling [perida] - 7715 
355...Half-loaf-bulk [peras] - D1B 
428...Wicket [pishpesh] - waw 
475...Wooden posts [pishpeshin] — pwswa 


x 


312. . Fork [tzinnora] — xTi9¥ 


P 
352...Komei — mip 
363...Chain [ketala] —xbvp 
352...Slope [ketafres] - DVP 
474...Small semi-open rooms [kitonot] — miaiv»p 
395...Pairs [kinnin] — p»p 
443...Flask [kitton] — pimp 
349...Praised him [kilseih] — mop 


x 


487...Empty hole [revuva] — mn 


w 


451. ..Silk [shirali] — xe 
438...Sediment [sirton] - jvyy 
437...Skewer [shipud] - Taw 


n 


319...Becomes blemished [tistaev] - axanpa 
443. . Vessel with a capacity of three kav [tarkav] - a705 


vo 
474...Central hall [teraklin] — ppw 


3 


490. ..Poles [kelonasot] — ninia 


5 


369. ..Immediately [/ealtar] - anb 


n 


430...Mechanism [mukhani] - sam 
454...Chains [menaykha] — xa 
382...Vat [ma'atan] — prn 

483.. Trickle [mefakim] - w23 

310. .. Substance [meshasha] — Kvv 


al 
358...Weaving [navia] — abn 
424...Felt [namta] — xDD 
498...Low pillars [nanasin] — pon 
384...Lamp [ner] - %3 


486...Red [sikra] — K1 


y 


431... Tree or wood [etz] — yY 


= 


Young men of the — 7a1713 m9 
420...priesthood [pirhei khehunna] 


350...Rav Yosef - D1 27 

425...Rav Safra — 8190 37 

427...Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov — apy? ja awhy 27 
353...Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Yosei — »D¥ 931713 why 27 
408...Rabbi Yehoshua — yin ray 

295...Rabbi Yohanan — ppi +37 

352...Rabbi Matya ben Harash — Wn 7a ko 27 
293...Rabbi Akiva — Xa" 927 

294...Rabbi Shimon — iyaw a7 

352...Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai — MP ya piynw D7 
295...Reish Lakish — wn wu 


X 
353...Abba Halafta — xam xIx 
350...Abaye - "aN 
452...Alexander of Macedon — jiTpin Diyo 


3 
430...Ben Katin -popa 


n 


334. ..Menahem Yodafa — 79x7? oma 


) 


380. ..Nahmani — 33m3 


327.. .Ulla - ay 


Index of 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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COMMON ACRONYMS 


aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 
aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 
aharam Mintz 


aharam of Rothenburg 


aharam Padua 
aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 
aharatz Hayyut 

ahari Abuhav 

ahari Bassan 

ahari Beirav 

ahari ben Lev 

ahari ben Malkitzedek 
ahari Berona 


ahari Kurkus 
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Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 

Rabbi Moshe Halawa 

Rabbi Meir of Lublin 

Rabbi Moshe Mintz 


Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 


Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Rabbi Yitzhak Abuhav 

Rabbi Yehiel Bassan 

Rabbi Ya'akov Beirav 

Rabbi Yosef ben Lev 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malkitzedek 
Rabbi Yisrael Berona 


Rabbi Yosef Kurkus 


ahari Mintz Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 

ahari Weil Rabbi Ya'akov Weil 

aharih Rabbi Yehezkia ben Ya'akov of Magdeburg 

aharik Rabbi Yosef Colon 

aharikash Rabbi Ya'akov Castro 

aharil Rabbi Ya'akov HaLevi Molin 

aharit Rabbi Yosef di Trani 

aharit Algazi Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi 

aharsha Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 

aharshal Rabbi Shlomo Luria 

albim Rabbi Meir Leibush ben Yehiel Michel Wisser 

etziv Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin 
Nimmukei HaGrib Comments of Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh on the Maharsha 
Piskei HaRid Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 
Piskei Riaz Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 
Ra’ah Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
Ra'anah Rabbi Eliyahu ben Hayyim 
Ra'avad Rabbi Avraham ben David 
Ra'avan Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan 
Ra'avya Rabbi Eliezer ben Yoel HaLevi 
Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
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Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 


osori HaLavan iene iF Hoppe Yitzhak Sn Ya‘ eo of OnEABUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 


§08 COMMON ACRONYMS 


